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B^EFACE^

Some five years ago I published a small book entitled

liberal Judaism and Hellenism, which is now out of

print. The present volume, though an entirely fresh

Work, and written from a somewhat different point

of view, yet partially replaces a portion of that earlier

book. The first three chapters of my new book go

over the same ground as the first three chapters of the

old one, but Chapters I. and III. are much longer and

fuller. Chapters IV. and V. of Liberal Judaism and

Hellenism are not represented here, while Chapter IV.

of the present work had no equivalent there. The
fifth chapfer here corresponds, to some extent, with

the last chapter there, but the treatment is different.

My present object is to set forth as clearly as I

can the religious foundations of Liberal Judaism as

they may be gathered from the Old Testament. To
me, a Liberal Jew, such an object is nearly (though

not quite) equivalent to setting forth those elements

or doctrines of present religious value whicl^ (as I

believe) the Old Testament contains. It also inci-

dentally involves an indication of what to me are

the rough edges of the Old Testament : where it is

religiously deficient, and what had, or has, to be, if

vii



viii THE OLD lifsTAMENT AJfD AFTER

it can be, supplied from sul^equent Jewish religious

developments. I attempt to deal with fhese actual

or possible supplements or expansions as they are (in

my opjnion) found in the New Testament^ the

Rabbinical Literature, and in some /of the' Jewish

Hellenistic works (especially Philo). I include the

New Testament, because its central hero "was a Jew,
and several of its writers were Jews. I stop where I

do, because my knowledge of the later Jewish
literature is inadequate. In my last chapter I try te)

state very briefly the religious progress which Liberal
Judaism has actually made, and to glance at tMb
problems which it has still to tackle, and at the
further advance which (so far as one can see to-day)
it has yet to achieve.

My friend. Dr. I. Abrahams, read the manuscript
of the third chapter, and made certain criticisms,
some of which I silently adopted, while others are
mentioned in footnotes. The magnificent work of
Strack and Billerbeck, Kommentar zum nfuen Testa-
ment aus Talmud und Midrasch : Erster Band, Das
Evangehum nach Matthaus (1922 ; locc pages'!
reached me too late for me to make any use of the
wealth of material which it contains.

As this book is intended for the general reader and
not for scholars, I thought it desirable, in Chapter III.

references to Talmud andMidrash which would otherwise have crowded the

look up the passages either in the original or in a crlw lie ceaseless footnotes and indications of footnotes
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rather bother a!|d distu|b him. It may, however,

be stated that the very large number of passages from

the Rabbinic literature which are either quoted or

aUudiijd to have all been carefully verified in the

original texts
;
^nd where 1 have used translations, I

have always checked, and often revised, these trans^

lations by reference their source^.

I ought, perhaps, to add that the title my
book was suggested to me by the addition which a

wgll-known monthly made to its name at the opening

of the present century.

The Index is the work of my old friend Miss

Bloxam, of Miss Petherbridge’s Secretarial Bureau.

C. G. M.
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CHAPTER :

THE OLD TESTAMENT

Section I

Introductory

The Old Testament is perfect. Perfect, that is,

morally and religiously. Such, I take it, is the

doctrine or view of Orthodox Judaism.

The Old Testament is imperfect. Such is the

doctrine or view of Liberal Judaism. And such,

too, is the doctrine or view of both orthodox and
liberal Christianity.

Nevertheless, the position of the Old Testament
in Liberal Judaism is very different from its position

in Christianity. And this for two main reasons,

Christianity, both orthodox and liberal, if I am
not misinformed, regards the New Testament as

morally and religiously perfect, or as containing

perfect moral and religious teaching. The imper-

fection of the Old Testament is preparatory to, the

perfection of the New. ,

Liberal Judaism ascribes perfection neither to

the one Testament nor to the other. It does not

believe that perfection—moral and religious per-

fection—can be the attribute of, or contained in,

any book, for it believes in moral and religious

3



4 THE OLD TESTAMENT AND AFTER ch.

progress. And this a frkri view of the necessary

imperfection of any book, before either Old Testa-

ment or New Testament is opened, it finds con-

firmed when the one or the other particular ^oak
has been opened and examined.

Secondly, Liberal Judaism places the Old Testa-
ment on a higher level thanyt is placed by Chris-

tianity—at least *by modern Christianity. It is true
that Liberal Judaism does not regard it as perfect.

It maintains its imperfections. But, within the
limits of imperfections, it is yet possible to reach
iinmense heights of nobility, value, and truth. And
this is what Liberal Judaism considers that the Old
Testament has done.

Moreover, the position of an imperfect book,
which is preparatory to a perfect book, must be
clearly very different from the position of this same
book when there is no one perfect book to which it
is a preparation. It stands more firmly. It is more
independent.

oubtlesSj too, there is a certain subjectivity in
Ais matter. Great sentences and sayings in the

d Testament are, for Jews, charged with an
emotion and a history and a meaning which they
can never possess for the Christian. At the best,
the Christian interprets them in their noble, original
sense

; he is inclined rather to underestimate than
to overestimate their meaning. But the Jew (and,

special paradox, of which more will

than’ the Or^thon"
.P®«-haps even more

draws out of them, alj the richer and fuller siirnificanon which the words bear for him and fTht
ftresent, developed, modern Judaism PrSsd^umlar is the procedure with Jew and Christian ^
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regards the New TestAnent. The unprejudicsed

Jew admires diverse noble sayings and teachings in

the New Testament ungrudgingly. He may even*

(S^^jve shall see) hold that some of them develop

certain doctrines of the Old Testament. But he
intercrets them strictly in their original sense. To*
the Christian they are^harged with all that emotion,

history, and meaning which the #ords of the Old
Testament have for the Jew. He reads into them,

or draws out of them, what they mean for him to-day.

The Jew has got his present developed religious

conceptions mainly from the Old Testament. The
Christian has got his mainly from the New Testa-

ment. And even if there be a considerable measure
of agreement between their present religious con-

ceptions (more agreement than either would be

disposed to allow), the main source is, nevertheless,

not the same for the one as for the o.ther.

It is often said that Rabbinic Judaism was not

without a certain feeling or premonition of the

conception of development. In Liberal Judaism
this feeling or premonition has become fully

conscious. The implicit is made explicit, and the

principle of development is more thoroughly and
widely applied. If there be some principle of

development at work in Rabbinic Judaism, then

Liberal Judaism may be considered as the offspring

of Rabbinic Judaism. It is, at any rate, much more
akin and sympathetic to Rabbinic Judaism than it is

to Karaite Judaism. But clearly, if the principle of

development be admitted, then the Old Testament
cannot be perfect. Rabbiniq Judaism, which lays

down the dogma of this perfection for the Old
Testament, or even for a part of it, is then really

inconsistent with itself. For even if- the work of
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Rabbinic Judaism was omy to draw out, yet the

undrawn -out is incomplete, and if ‘incomplete,

imperfect. Perhaps, however, a resuscitated Rabbi

might reply that what had to be drawn out was)^,
not doctrine. Doctrinally, religiously, and morally,

the Old Testament was perfect, and in this respect

there is no conflict between^ the Karaite and the

Talmudist.

However this may be, and whether Liberal

Judaism may regard itself as, in any way, the heir of

Rabbinism or not, there is a real sense in which the

paradox above alluded to seems true. When we are

not hampered by having to accept everything in the

Old Testament as good, or equally good, we seem
able to exalt what we do put into the first class in a
special and peculiar way. The first class is all the
greater, because there is a second and a third; it is

all the greater, because there are some absolute
failures !

And when we recognise degrees, we become so
delightfully free. We can collect the good and the
great and the fruitful, and we can make our own
system of it

;
we need not pretend that it is the

system of the Old Testament itself. We can sift
and combine at our pleasure. "We can lay stress
upon a casual utterance, and place it in the highest
rank. We^ can make it central, and pour into it
without hesitation whatever emotion we please. We
can, draw out of it whatever fulness of meaning it
has come, either slowly or suddenly, to possess.
Our religious purpose in doing all this is quite
distinct from exegesis. And because we emphasise
he distinctions, we are able to draw developed
.enses out of immature terms. We are in no way
tied down to the onginal meaning or to the meaning
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at any one stage of its Jevelopment. Yet are we
not in conflict with exegesis. For we are not

playing the exegete at all. We have not to contend

tRaL.our fuller meaning, or any fuller meaning, was

in truth the original signification. And yet, if, as

in a great poem, certain words mean more to us than

they meant to their author, it is, nevertheless, the

words which have not merely suggested the meaning,

but which have actually caused it. The con-

summation (that is, the relative consummation, the

consummation for us to-day) was, in a sense,

contained in the beginning; we have only enlarged

and developed a greatness which the words of the

Old Testament both started and contained.

Studying the Old Testament from this free,

liberal, religious point of view, it is wonderful how
much we can find in it. Once more the paradox
suggests itself whether we cannot, and do not, find

more in it than can be found by Orthodoxy. For
we seem to pass from a cruder acceptance to a more
sifted and more religious acceptance ; or we pass,

perchance, *fter a season of doubt and negation and
difficulty and pain, to a higher and deeper accept-

ance, a more profound valuation, a more exalted

appreciation and love.

Take the Old Testament for all in all, we still do
not look upon its like in any other book, just as we
still find that it starts and helps us, and often takes

us far, in all, or in almost all, of our religious needs.

Yet, once more, the Old Testament is imperfect.

And this small book has been written because of

those two ideas, and with those two ideas in mind:
the greatness of the Old Testament

;
the imper-

fection of the Old Testament. Or, perhaps, to use
another and, in some respects, more fitting word :
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the greatness of the OI(i' Testament and the in-

completeness of the Old Testament.

I want to bring prominently forward what
religious value the Hebrew Bible contains for

the present time
;
what we may find in it ; what we

may draw out of it. And then I also want to show
where it is incomplete. Furthermore, I should like

to consider ho\if far we, and by “ we ” I mean
Liberal Jews of to-day, may find developments and
supplements of religious value for us in at least three
directions outside and beyond the Old Testament:
first, the New Testament

; secondly, the Rabbinic
literature

; and thirdly, the Hellenistic writings. My
book, at the best, will be inadequate and incomplete,
for not only is greater first-hand knowledge needed
than I possess, but also the chosen limits are
arbitrary. The right thing would be to show what
are the new, supplementary or complementary
Jewish religious contributions, not only to the closew the 1 almudic era, but right up to the present time.
1 his larger work must, however, be left for others.

1 have spoken of drawing out to the full all that
tor us, an Old Testament passage may be found to
contain. But such a procedure must be conducted
with tact and caution. We are not to read into Old
Testament utterances what is certainly not to betound in them, or even what is actually opposed or

brinrim all* nu "^“^t we attempt to

H u
Testament teaching to the level of

Though^our Junol
getical, we must not violate exegesis. We must

sinffle^
Testament speak with a

g voice, or ignore its inconsistencies, its varieties

tea’s “
emtencs of these, this book would and could
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not have been undertakin ; our inquiry would be
still-born. 4t will be part of our duty to point out

these gaps and ragged edges, and to ask how far they

hftjje been filled and smoothed by the New Testament

and by Rabbinic literature, or how far they still,

perchance, need filling and smoothing. Again, a

casual or secondary idea of Prophet, Psalmist, or

Sage may be central for us, and if we have to ask

how far it had become already of greater importance

and frequency, or how far it had already been
elaborated and drawn out, by the Rabbinic or New
Testament teachers.

• It by no means follows from such a method of

treatment that he who uses it considers either the

Rabbinic literature or the New Testament to be
greater than the Old Testament ; still less, as I have

already indicated, that the Old Testament is

“ preparation,” the New Testament “ fulfilment.”

For though, in this doctrine or in that, the New
Testament or the Rabbinic literature may show a

development over the Old Testament, the religious

value or originality of the Old Testament as a whole
may well be greater than that of the other two.

And, again, while there are imperfections in the Old
Testament, there are other imperfections in the New
Testament and in Rabbinic literature, while the very

fact that Liberal Judaism finds different develop-

ments (as well as retrogressions) in both, proves that

for us there can be no question of preparation, on the

one hand, or of fulfilment, on the other. Frogi our
point of view, just as there is no completion and no
perfection, so is there also, and can there be, no
fulfilment. •

We have to take separate doctrines, separate

conceptions. Doctrine A, conception B may be as
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fine, as pure, as highly developed, as central, in

the Old Testament as in the New, or as»in Rabbinic

literature, or not only as fine and as pure, but finer,

E
urer. Doctrine C, conception D, on the o^Jj^r

and, may be more or better worked out a|her in

the New Testament, or in Rabbinic literature, or

in both. There is, indeedfi notoriously, no Old
Testament religfon as a whole. Nor is it even

|)©8sible to say that there is throughout an upward
chronological development. Each doctrine, each

conception, does not move forward, expand, and
deepen from, say, 900 to 150 b.c. We cannot say,

here, at the earliest date, it is at its crudest ; here, at

the latest date, it is at its best. A doctrine may even

go forward in some respects and go back in others.

It may develop, but in its very development it may
also acquire fresh imperfections. And as there is no
religion of the Old Testament as a whole at any
period, so is there, at every period, variety. There
is, very roughly, the religion of Prophets, Psalmists,

Sages; more accurately, there is the religious teach-

ing of this particular Prophet, or of that particular
“ wisdom ” book, and the religion of the latter may,
likely enough, be lacking in unity and consistency.

The ragged edges, again, of one writer are not the

same as the ragged edges of another. A prophet’s

ragged edges may not be the same as the ragged
edges of a sage

;
but yet the former’s ragged edges

may represent the defects of his quality, the smooth-
ness pf the latter the quality of his defect. All these

various considerations must, at any rate, be at the

back of our minds in conducting our inquiry.

The Old Testament is a common basis both for

New Testament and for Rabbinic literature. In

both of these there is (as we believe) some real
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1

development as well as tome real retrogression

—

retrogressiorf, that is, from the Old Testament at its

highest, its purest, and its best. The development

a^^ars to be of two different kinds. We shall find

some common advance in certain religious concep-

tions both in the New Testament and in Rabbinic

literature, though ever?in such cases the accent and

the manner will probably be differeift. Hence, both

may be of value. In other matters the advance may
be limited to the New Testament, or limited to

Rabbinic literature. So, here too, we may profit

from both. And sometimes, when there is no real

advance, there may be fresh, happy, vivid restate-

ment, reformulation, which can only be neglected at

our religious loss.

The inquiry as a whole has mainly an historic

interest. But not exclusively. It is surely good to

know where we stand, what religious treasures we
do or could possess, and to whom we really and truly

owe them. We may also observe what development
we have made since the era of the books and the

literatures which we are to deal with, and, perhaps,

too, more dimly, the sort of development which we
have yet to aspire to or to undertake.

Section II

The Conception of God in the
Old Testament

It may be pertinently asked : Is not the very title

of this section an absurdity ? For has it not been
emphatically stated that’the Old Testament is not

homogeneous! that there is no me coherent religious

doctrine to be found in it ? At the best the title
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should run: The concepiions of God in the Old
Testament

; the plural has a truth, the'singular has
none. The criticism would be valid if my* purpose
were exegetical

;
if I sought to set forth all Jthe

statements and views about the Divine Being which
the Old Testament contains. These statements
and views can never be collected together, and then
presented as a ‘^coherent and harmonious whole.
They spring from many ages ; they are various in
nature and in value. They are inconsistent with
each other.

But what we have now to ask is not: What are
the different doctrines and ideas about God which
we can find within the length and breadth of the
Hebrew Bible, but what is the outcome, what is the
achievement, which is of value for us to-day ? It
is true that we shall have to notice ragged edges
and inconsistencies, but we may, nevertheless, also
put before ourselves a more or less harmonious con-
«ption of God by piecing together various Old
testament teachings and utterances, by droppinff
what is no longer of value for us, and b> combining
and uniting what is.

°

Yet even when we do this, when we range

fnH
^ Testament Scriptures, picking

a nrf 1

Combining at our own sweet will

coL^eTr.niT
nothing like a rounded or

di^^e nafn!
conception of the

conceotion ? ^T-T
religion need such a

ever attemntpri
^he greatest religious teachers

thoLh hand,tnough a good deal can still be added we can

rHi?"
^ adequate even for our developedreligious requirements to-day The T ^men. may add .his, .he Rabbtlc



THE OLD TESTAMENT 13

that, but the fundamenllll features of our reU^ous

conception of God to-day seem to rest securely upon
an Old Testament basis, and, indeed, to be rnainly

nUgde up ©f Old Testament constituents.

It has to be remembered that the writers of t!^

Hebrew Bible are rarely, if ever, concerned to set

forth at length their fiill and definite conceptions of

the divine nature. Systematic statements on this

subject form no part of their message. In the case

of the prophets, for instance, it has been hot uijtruly

said by Mr. Binns: “Whilst it may be qgnfidently

asserted that the conception of the character of

Jehovah which each prophet held was the basis of

his teaching, yet, paradoxical as it may sound, what
that conception was in each case can only be, gathered

from incidental allusions. The mark of the pre-

exilic Hebrew writings was life rather than thought

;

the writers had known Jehovah and felt His in-

fluence in their souls; they had not yet been able

to find for such knowledge a systematic and ordered

expression, nay, they had hardly felt the need for it.

Life comes,before thought in the spiritual, as in the

natural world, and experience must ever be the fore-

runner of reflection; as Aubrey Moore has well put

it, ‘ Religion in its earliest stages is instinctive, not

reasoned.’ ^ It was not so very different, ejccept

in one or two cases, even after the exile. Morcr
over, what Aubrey Moore said does not go fiaf

enough. It is not merely that religion in its earliest

stages is instinctive, not reasoned. It is that re-

ligion, even in its highest stages, is always* very

^ Binns (L. EUiot}^ The Book of the Trophet yeremiahy pp. 44, 45. Cp. the

quotation from Dr. Temple : “It ii* possible that the man who has the most
vital communipn with God will be least able to make a scientific theory of that

experience, t suppose that^ Shakespeare knew very much less about the method
on which he constructed his plays ^an either G>ler|dge or Professor Bradley.’*
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different from theologyl The Psalmist, in his

moments of loftiest and most spiritual rapture, does
not argue about God ;

he feels Him, and he ex-

presses that feeling in such metaphors and imagftss

as were familiar to him, or as were suggesteoto
him by the nature of his experience. He does not
attempt, for he has no need, |o set forth in articulate

sentences, the fifcll nature, as he can conceive it, of
the God whom he feels and loves. But we, never-
theless, might occasionally like to add the philo-
'sopher, or even the essayist, to the poet and the
mystic and the seer.

That there is one God, and that there are not
many gods, not even many subordinate gods with a
single captain or chief, is for us an obvious common-
place. Yet we know that this obvious common-
place was not reached without spiritual travail,
prolonged conflict, painful experience. Hence, much
of the Old Testament is taken up by teachings
which have for us to-day an historic interest only.We need no denunciations against idolatry

; we need
no assertions that Yahweh is the only.God. For
us that ancient name, survival of a time when the
Israelites, like their neighbours, were ready or
obliged to give a name to their God so as to dis-
tinguish Him from other gods, no less existent, if
ess powerful, conveys no longer any meaning

; it
IS no longer even surrounded with mystery

; it no
onger stiinulatesawc. We have risen above Yahweh

IL tl.
' S'-pemWon that made

speech or

SS thf
it the colourless termAdonai, the Lord. And yet it was round Yahweh

Elohim or God, that the noblestand htgieat conceptions of the diviS „a,u“e
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clustered and grew. AnI later on, in the RaBbinic

literature, it. was Yahweh, and not Elohim, who
seemed to conjure up, and almost even to produce,

t]|e best and most gracious aspects of divinity. It

is curious that an inadequate, and even discardable,

medium may be the trailing stick up which will

grow most precious an^ abiding truths.

We have not to trace the process#nd efflorescence

of Old Testament monotheism. It is sufficient for

our purpose to note that the movement did not

cease till it was complete. The author of Isaiah xl.-

Iv. was no less a monotheist than ourselves, and
our monotheism derives directly from his. And
his words, with their parallels elsewhere, are enough
for us even to-day. “ Is there a God beside Me
Yea, there is no Rock; I know not any.” ”1 am
the first and I am the last ; and beside Me ti^re is

no God.” “ The Lord He is God ; there is none
else beside Him.” That is emphatic, definite, clear.

No more is needed. It suffices.

What is the nature of this one God ? To the

Jew the first thing that comes into his mind and
even into his heart to say about Him is that He,
the only God, is One. The divine unity means
much to every Jew. If ever a dogma could be
charged with embtion, this dogma of God’s unity is

so charged to the Jew. Foi all the long martyrdom
of his brotherhood seems connected with it. Ahd
the unity signifies, I think, much, more to us than
a mere metaphysical assertion. Its religious value

for us, I take it, is not that God is one in some
mysterious, ontological, or philosophic sense, but
that He is ethically one.. His cJmracter or being is

harmomous. We with our huittan needs split up
that character or being into attributes or qualities ;
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we speak of His justice, llis mercy, His righteous^

ness, His love. But the unity of God makes . us
believe that all these qualities are essentially ope.

There is no opposition between justice and mercy,
Ijetween righteousness and love. The whole hap-

mbnious divine being of God is operative in all

His actions. Something ^ke this is the main
religious signifieation /o us to-day of the dogma of
the divine unity.

It is, however, interesting to remember that in
the Old Testament itself this divine unity is rarely,

if ever, alluded to. One God
;

yes. But that this
One God is One was a further refinement of thought,
for which in the Old Testament period men’s minds
were not prepared, to which they did not rise, or
for which they had no need. And yet how strange
such an assertion sounds when the very phrase in
which, to the Jew, the dogma of the divine unity
is for ever expressed and enshrined is takbn from
the Pent^euch. “ Hear, O Israel, the Lord our
God, the Lord is One.” How definite 1 How
emphatic ! How precise ! And, indeed, this is
one of the cases in which the fuller and newer
meaning has ousted the older and original meaning.
It that older and original meaning can ever be
recovered and ascertained. Here ia one of the cases,
here is the greatest 6f the cases, in which we have
drawn out (and, it must probably be admitted, put
n) a vast quantity of fresh signification, of which

wllf ,
innocent. Still, if we realise

dilfbe^t 1

^^^
it consciously and

deliberately, our procedure is fully Justified It

selves to the needs of every age, and that.they might
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fee capafele of feeing enlai^ed and developed, so that

they might be adequate for the child and the adult,

for the simpleton and the sage, for the plain man
s(pd the mystic, for poet and saint, for martyr and
seer. It is almost as if Providence itselfhad dictated

the motto for all Jewish history, for every Jewish

heart; as if Providenqe itself had given the inscrip-

^iqitijfor the flag of the brotherhoad, had suggested

the lllipvice for the banner of the witnesses through-

out the roll-call of the ages. Nevertheless, it is

quite doubtful whether the original meaning of the

verse has any reference to the unity of Gou ; its

meaning may be merely: “ Hear, O Israel, Yahweh
is our -God, Yahweh only.”^ Or if unity is re-

ferred to at all, it is rather in contradiction to the

many manifestations cf the Baalim.
“
Hear, O

Israel, Yahweh, our God, is one Yahweh.” There
are not many local Yahwehs

;
there is only one

Yahweh. Any reference to the unity of the divine

nature itself was probably outside thfe original

author's intention and beyond the range of his

thought. Jt is therefore the fact that for more
explicit teaching about the divine unity we must
go outside the limits of the Hebrew Bible.

What is the next feature or aspect of the divine

nature on which we are accustoifted to lay stress ?

I suppose it would .fee the spirituality of God. But
it is doubtful what an average, or even deeply re-

ligious Jew, whether orthodox or liberal, really

understands by this term. Negatively he covers by
it, I presume, the statement in the Third ilirticle

* For the unusual ^force of the word ** Echad " (one), if this be the meaning,
cp. I Chronicles xxix. i. Ibn Ezra ad^ts thit interpretation. Zechanah xiv. 9
only refers to Yahweh and his naitie becoimng one in the Messianic future

by virtue of all nations acknowledging his sole divinity, and paying to him
^xclusivd worship.

C
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of Maimonides* creed : Grbd is “ not a body, and is

free from all the accidents of matter, and He has

no form whatever.” We should all, I imagine,

agree with this proposition ;
indeed, it is, at tjse

present time, a mere commonplace for every one,

whether Jew or Christian.

It is not within our purpese to trace the growth

of, or the approaches to, the statement in the Old
Testament Scriptures. It is an interesting history.

For many generations the common belief clearly

was that Yahweh had a body and a shape ; and this

shape was probably conceived as very similar to

—

only larger and grander than—man’s. Traces of

this belief, ending up with mere metaphor, are

scattered throughout the Hebrew Bible. It is need-

less to bring them together. They are incontest-

able. The famous revelation in Exodus xxxiv.,

constantly revised and re-edited, had originally no
metaphorical sense. To the original story-teller,

God’s hand. His back parts. His face, which no
man should see, were all real. The passage from
material body to immaterial spirit lay largely in the
prohibition of idol-making or idol-worship. If

Yahweh was not to be worshipped under any
material image or form, the thought gradually spread
and grew that He had no such form. The writer
of Deuteronomy iv. is at pains to point out that the
Israelites at the foot of Sinai heard the actual voice
of God, but that they saw no “ form.” It would
be v.ery interesting to know what the spiritually
minded Isaiah, or Micaiah, really meant when they
tell us that in vision they “ saw ” Yahweh upon His
throne. We may concltwie that to Micaiah and
Isaiah it was a much less real “ seeing ” than to the
writer of Exodus xxxiv. or of the story of Moses,
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Aaron, Nadab, Abihu, and the seventy elders. We
may believe this all the more in the case of Isaiah,

because it is from him that we get the significant

iJtterance: “ The Egyptians are men, and not God,
and their horses flesh, and not spirit.” In this

passage it is clearly implied that the essence of the

divine nature is spiri#, as opposed to flesh, which
comes near to, though it is not iddhtical with, spirit

as opposed to matter.

What do we mean to-day when we repeat the

solemn statement of the Fourth Gospel, and say,
” God is spirit ” (irvevfia 6 deosi). I presume that

ordinary people mean that, in some mysterious and
to us incomprehensible sense, God is (a) wholly
immaterial and yet real, (<J) not localised in or con-

fined to a particular spot, and yet self-conscious.

That is, we combine the doctrine of the divine

spirituality with the (religiously more valuable)

doctrine of the divine omnipresence.
Whether any Old Testament writer believed in

the absolute immateriality of God is difficult to

say and deubtful. “ Spirit ” did not necessarily

imply to them or to early Christian writers com-
plete immateriality. “ Some of the early Chris-

tian Fathers, such as Tertullian, fancied that God
possessed a form

;
yet they denied it to be material.” ^

Dr. Kohler says not unreasonably: ” A conception
of pure spirit is very difficult to attain, even in regard
to God. The thought of His omnipresence is

usually interpreted % imagining some ethereal

substance which expands infinitely, as Ibn Ezra and
Saadia were inclined to do, or by picturing Him as a

sort of all-encompassing* Space, in accordance with
the Rabbis.” “The New Testament writers,” he

^ Davidson, Theology of the Old Testament^ p. 83.
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adds (always glad, I fear, to give a little poke to

these), “ and the Church Fathers likewise spoke
of God as Spirit, but really had in mind, for the

most part, an ethereal substance, resembling ligbft,

pervading cosmic space.” ^ It was this ethereal

substance which, I imagine, many Old Testament
writers believed to be one asftect of the divine glory.

The divine lightfwas not a pure metaphor.

Though the doctrine of the absolute immateriality

of God hardly rests upon any Old Testament basis,

that is not the case as regards His omnipresence.
It is a remarkable achievement which we may fitly

notice here, and the steps of the development would,
if this were the fitting occasion, be very interesting
to trace. We have Old Testament passages in
which the primitive conception is expressed that
God s knowledge as well as His presence are di»-
tinctly localised and limited, Tt may be that the
omnipresence idea was helped by two more or
less contradictoiy opinions, which gradually became
general and dominant. God “ dwelt ’’

in the
; God •• dwelt in heaven.

If He dwelt in both places at once, was it not

P' ""ywho-e > Perhaps’
too, a third cause for the result was the tendenS'Smagnify eveiTthing which had relation to IfHe were m more places than one, the min^f riteworshipper was inclined to increase the niimk« r
places to infinity. However this may be the finalfact IS assured. The doctrine nf fk J
is magnificently taught in the Old^T*^!"®

ubiquity

modern faith need go j3ewheT:
pronouncements. The mint I
moreover, always what we'^oo reguhe' momi?’

^ Theology,
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presence is not declared as i mere metaphysical or

theological principle ; it is a religious principle in

close connection with the needs of the religious life,

^remiah, perhaps, has the earliest statement. “ Am
I a God at hand, saith the Lord, and not a God afar

off Can any hide himself in secret that I shall not

see him ? Do I not fill heaven and earth ? ” Most
important and highly valuable is Ae saying put by

a later writer into the mouth of Solomon at the

dedication of the Temple, a saying all the more
significant and interesting when it is remembered
that the same chapter states again and again that

God’s dwelling-place is heaven (only God’s name
being “ in ” the Temple), while Solomon is yet also

made to declare, “ I have built Thee a house to dwell

in, a settled place for Thee to abide in for ever.”

This is the saying: “ Will God indeed dwell on the

earth ? Behold the heaven and heaven of heavens

cannot contain Thee
;
how much less this house

which I have built !
” We may compare with this

noble utterance the more prosaic repetition in

Chronicles? “ Who is able to build Him a house,

seeing the heaven and heaven of heavens cannot

contain Him ? Who am I, then, that I should

build Him a house, save only to burn sacrifices before

Him ” (As much as if we should say: A syna-

gogue is only the house of God in the sense that in

it we worship Him.) It is in dispute whether the

opening verse of the last chapter in Isaiah indicates

some antagonism to any material temple. ‘‘ The
heaven is My throne, and the earth is My footstool

:

what manner of house will ye build unto Me.^
And what manner of plhce for My rest.” In the

Psalms the divine glory is revealed by the heavens,

God’s handiwork, but it reaches beyond the heavens.
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“ His glory is above the heavens.” He dwells so

high that He has to look down low to behold what
passes in the heavens and on the earth. T'*’*passes in the heavens and on the earth. The
culmination of such thoughts (which include thfe

divine nearness— ” the Lord is nigh to all who
call upon Him ”

;
“ the Lord is at my right

hand ”—as well as the divihe remoteness) is the
himous 139th Psalm, which unites together omni-
science with omnipresence. “ Whither shall I go
from Thy spirit ? Or whither shall I flee from Thy
face ? (Here ” face ” is a pure metaphor : one may
also translate the Hebrew by ” presence.”) If
I were to ascend up into heaven, Thou art there

:

if I were to make Hades my bed, Thou art there.
If I were to take the wings of the morning and dwell
in the uttermost sea, even there would Thy hand
lead me and Thy right hand would hold me.” We
hardly need more than this from any later source
and we can hardly obtain it.

*

u
'^j'^/^y^nowledge of Deity is often combined inme Old Testament with His all-power. Divine

Omnipotence is not for us either as obvious or as
^tisfactory a doctrine as it was for the best Old
T^tament teachers. For us it suggests more
diffic^ties than for them. But I cannot dwell upon
It further in this place.

*

to
is hardly concerned

rela~ ST'n^rL"
rJ .

^ ‘ ^ f Judaism the conception of God as

ception" induded^S'^^T^^
important, and this con-

eternan^hirk r?
that while God was

be^nning in^ universe had a definiteS ningintime. Therefore for an infinite period
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backward God was, and was alone. Alone perhaps

He would be when His creation ended. “ The:

heavens are the work of Thy hands. They shall

^rish, but Thou shalt endure
;
yea, all of them shall

wax old as a garment, but Thou art the same, and
Thy years shall have no end.” The religio\is and
metaphysical difHcultiis of such a conception were
not riilly realised any more thaif they would be

realised by a simple believer to-day. At the present

time, and for more reflective minds, the conception

is hardly tenable
;
but none the less do -we believe

in God as the sustainer of the world, as its controller,

even as its creator in the sense of being the spiritual

power behind phenomena, as the source of its

immanent life, its order and its law. And it is this

sense of creatorship which we partly find in, and
partly, I suppose, add on to, the various Biblical

statements as to the relation of God to the world.

We interpret the Biblical doctrine of creation in

some such semi -philosophical fashion. And we
also, I think, interpret it to mean the still valid and
valuable doctrine that God is not one with the

universe, that He is not even merely its unconscious

and immanent purpose, but that if in the world. He is

also above and beyond and other than the world,

as its reason, its soul, and its sustainer. Far re-

moved is the Old Testament, far removed are New
Testament and Rabbinic literature from pantheism;

Far removed, too, is modern Judaism. It would
boldly clasp the difficulties of a modified dualism

rather than abate its conviction that God is other

than the world, just as, in another sense, He is other

than man. •

God as creator in the old simple sense of the

word, God as eternal, backward as well as forward.
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and therefore prior to the world, is magnificently

portrayed in Isaiah xl.-lv. and in Job, while the

power and effect of His creative word are described

with dignified simplicity in the opening chapter of

Genesis. The starry host of heaven are worthy of

the One God’s will and power. “ Lift up your eyes

on high, and behold : who^ has created these ? ”

“ I am the first tnd I am the last: mine hand laid

the foundation of the earth : My right hand spanned
the heavens.” “ I form the light and create dark-

ness : I make peace and create calamity : I am
Yahweh that do all these things.” Both in the
physical and in the moral sphere the difficulties of
creation are as yet unrealised.

More important for us than the sheer creative

fiat is God's purpose in His creation and His constant
sustainment of it. If the universe exists to proclaim
and be filled with His glory, we may interpret this

to mean that it has a moral and rational purpose : it

is a real cosmos, not a chance collection of odds and
ends. So far as earth is concerned, which to' the
Old Testament (as to the New Testament) writer^
with their very limited knowledge, occupied a much
grander and more central position in the universe
than this one small planet out of perhaps countless
millions occupies for us, it was formed to be the seat
of man, who himself was formed to be the conscious
worshipper of God. “ He made it not for a waste,
but formed it to be inhabited.” Nature is the sign
manual of the divine wisdom, and all that in nature
is instinct with life has received, and can only
maintain, that life through the will and thence of^d Thou sendest forth Thy spirit: tley are
seated; Thou renewest the face of the earth.”
Ihe dmne wisdom is as eternal as its Possessor.



I THE OLD '|ESTAMENT %s

Before creation it was ; and in creation it was aJert

and active, rejoicing in its work, which was Ciod’s

work, and especially in its culmination, man. We
nfey no longer be able to use all these conceptions

in a literal sense ; but they were themselves the

product of poets, and were intended from the first

to be more or less spiritually and poetically inter-

preted. It is doubtful how far thff Psalmist really

thought that God covers Himself with light as with

a garment, and it is tolerably certain that Ije did not

bdieve that He really makes the clouds Hfs chariots,

and that He walks upon the wings of the wind.

But what he did mean was that God was intensely

alive, and that all nature is instinct with His wisdom.
His power, and His will. In some real and vital

sense He is in the world as well as beyond the world.

He is at once near and far; the soul and spirit of

the universe ; its constant source and sustainment

;

immanent, but also transcendent. Such ideas,

however we may philosophically justify, co-ordinate,

and expound them, are ideas of Judaism (whether

liberal or Orthodox) to-day, and for their religious

ei^pression we may go first and foremost to the Old
Testament, even though we can gather valuable

gleanings elsewhere.

We have seen that while the drift of Old
Testament thinking was to the effect that God’s
nature or essence was spirit as opposed to “ flesh,”

perhaps, too, as opposed to matter, for the actual

pronouncement that “ God is spirit ” we have to

wait for the Hellenistic Fourth Gospel. On the

other htiad, the Old Testament has a good deal to

say about the Divine Spirit—the Spirit of Yahweh,
the Spirit of God—which in three famous passages,

and in three only, is called the Holy Spirit. As its
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etymology implies (for Ruach in Hebrew means wind
or breath), the Spirit of Yahweh had originally a

material signification. It was the divine breath or
afflatus, which could, and did, pass out from Gofc,

and enter into man and beast. Even in the 104th
Psalm it is this divine spirit which constitutes the
vital principle, not only of men but also of the
animals. Mord especially and prevailingly, how-
ever, the divine spirit is thought of as the source of
special gifts,—high courage, artistic skill, intellectual

wisdom, prophetic inspiration, moral goodness, the
realisation of the divine presence. How far in any
of these cases there was any idea of a physical inter-
mingling of the divine spirit with the human spirit,
of a physical entry of the divine into the human,
it is impossible, I take it, to say. But I should
imagine that in most of the later passages, at any
rate, any physical reference or implication had
ceased. The divine spirit becomes a means of
expressing the divine activity— God in relation
to the world. “ The term expresses the fulness
or vital power, and all the activities of vital
ener^, whether, as we might say, emotional, or
intellectual, or moral—whether temporary or per-
manent. ^ ^ ^ ^

In s(^ev^at loose manner of speech the
usage of the Old Testament and its thought are notmerely the source of, but closely akin to, our ownusap and thought to-day. For by our employment

to o “J:'
Spint b rda-

first th
to man we intend to signify

specially that reason and goodness and the caoacitvfor rd.g.„„ arc derived fro^ Him. And,
' ^ Davidson, o/>. cit. p. i



I THE OLD TESTAMENT 27

we signify by our usage of the term that there is a

kinship between our reason and our spirit and God's

reason and God’s spirit. And, thirdly, we signify

it that, over and above this general kinship, there

can be a special and extra influence from God upon
our minds and souls. We can be helped and
“ inspired ” by God. fill these three lines of usage

derive directly from the Hebrew Bible.

But as Professor Davidson, I think correctly,

states, “ the spirit of God is not an influence exerted

by God at a point from which He is Himself distant.

God is always present in the spirit of God. The
spirit of God is God actually present and in opera-

tion.” ^ When the prophet Haggai states: “My
spirit remains among you,” he means no less and
no more than when Zechariah says: ” I will dwell

in the midst of thee, O daughter of Zion.” A less

important part is played in the Old Testament by
God’s word, but it, too, is only an aspect of God,
a way of expressing or looking at the divine activity.

Distinguished from, and yet closely associated with

God is Wisdom in the famous eighth chapter of

Proverbs. But here the personification of Wisdom
appears to be consciously imaginary. The writer

did not believe, and did not intend his readers to

believe, that there really had existed from of old,

or that there still existed, a separate semi-divine

power or spirit or being called Wisdom. Wisdom
is a divine attribute, an aspect of the divine nature,

which the writer does not mean us to regard as

distinct from God. Nor in spite ofverse twenty-two
was there eA-er a time when God was and Wisdom
was not. Nevertheless, the daring and poetic per-

sonification was not without its subsequent effects,

^ Davidson, of* cit* p, 127.
^
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as the history of Hellenistic ahd Christian theology
can show.

The conception of the divine spirit or the divine
word in the Old Testament, and the use madetjf
those conceptions and terms, cause no infraction of
the monotheistic idea or of the divine unity. In
that respect, too, conceptioii and usage are on a
level with our 6wn. Into the hidden mysteries of
the divine nature as it really and fully is, into the
inner recesses of God’s being, the conceptions of the
Spirit or of the Word do not enable us. to enter.
We do not, as Judaism holds, see further into the
divine nature, or know more of it, by the use of
those terms than if we limited ourselves to the
simple vocable God. Hence it is that what to Chris-
tian theologians appears as an immaturity or as a
preparation ” seems to us a distinction and an

advantage. Indefiniteness is safe. Hard and fast
distinctions are dangerous,

Judaism does not venture to deal more closfely
with ^e nature of God. It does not venture to say
that there must be a society within the divine unity.
It does not venture to say that a “ bare ” unity must
leave God lonely, or that apartfrom, and prior to God’s

rXr the possibility of^ove. It does not venture to say how many are

Deitv^STS
^°tihead, or the “ hypostaseis of

aware that in the purest and most philosoohic
presentation of the Christian doctrine of the Trinityno infraction of the divine unity is intended S
an7™ i"T„fr” '“r '*' to bi!”
Tritheism. or ha.

danger of degenerating intoirathers,^ or to often so degenerated, it is, There-
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fore, not true. The subtlety and difficulty of a

doctrine are no argument against its truth, especially

when the subject of it is God. Judaism, however,

Amains content with the unqualified doctrine of the

Unity. Nor is that unity “ bare ” or “ abstract
”

to those that cherish it. It did not prevent the

rapture of the Psalmi^ ; it has not prevented the

glad realisation of God’s nearness a*id His presence

in generation after generation of Jewish believers,

or the full consciousness of His love. We, too, can

speak of the richness of His nature. We, too, from
our conception of Him, as the great apostle from

his conception of Him, could repeat those noble

words: « 0ddo<: orXovrov koX a-o<f>ia<} xal yva)(T€a><! 6eov.

“ Oh the depth of the richness and the wisdom and
the knowledge of God.”

Judaism seems now to teach a double doctrine,

which forms an apparent contradiction only. God
can be known

; God cannot be known. God is like

man ; God is unlike man. Both these pairs of

statements run up to Old Testament origins, though
the second limb of each pair is naturally far less

frequent than the first. We, too, should say with

Zophar, “ Canst thou find out the depths of God

;

canst thou reach the limits of the Almighty ?

Higher than heaven, what canst thou do ? Deeper
than Sheol, what canst thou know ? ” We, too,

might say with Job, ” Lo, He goes by me, and I

see Him not
;
He passes on, and I perceive Him

not.” Or with the Sage: “ Who has ascended up
into heaven and then descended ? What is His
name, and what is His son’s name, if thou canst

tell ? ” God’s thoughts are not man’s thoughts,

nor God’s ways man’s ways. Nevertheless, however
much we may believe, and however we do well to
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remember, that God is not like man (and not only

in that He does not need to repent), it is still more
essential to theistic religions and to Judaism to

hold that He is like man, and that there is such'-a

thing as the knowledge of God.^

In what is God like man ? Judaism, I fancy,

would still in the first placA, answer in that He is

not less than self-conscious, in that He possesses not
less than, though much more than, all that is best
and most precious in personality. There is no
hesitation about all this in the Old Testament
writers and teachers. They indeed were, 'on the
whole, unaware of the difficulties which such asser-
tions involve, and they carry the likeness between
man and God further than we can accompany
them. Yet the likeness of God to man is even for
them essentially limited to two main points: first,

the divine wisdom
; secondly, the divine goodness.

The self-consciousness and the personality are but
implications from these. And does not the doctrine
that God is spirit involve something to the same

^ spirit, in its highest form, is not merely
hie, but conscious life, and not merely conscious life,
but what we know as reason. And the divine
reason cannot for us be dissociated from goodness
and love. A Supreme Mind is the essence of the
highest Old Testament doctrine about God. and aSupreme Mind is the essence of our Jewish belief
about God to-day. A supreme mind i^ indeed,Ae essence of theism- “a supreme mfnd upon

depend. The tSLmind, thus used, does not imply an exact similarity

Jonah iv. 2, " ThwTreMntwt ^ee of ih
»hould repent,” with

truth than ihe fonder
The latter i, . moVe rdigiou.
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with mind as we are aware of it in our own life;

but it does indicate that intelligence, will, and good-

ness are a less inadequate expression for that which

We wish to name than any other expression.’’ ^

It is, naturally enough, not God as He is in

relation to Himself, but God as He is in relation to

man, whom the Old 'Testament teachers believe to

have revealed Himself unto them and unto Israel;

it is this God whom they think that men can know
and ought to know ; it is this God with whom they

have comipuned, and who in communion has (as

they believe) made Himself known to them. Sup-
plementary to God in His relationship to man and
to Israel is God in His relationship to nature. These
two fundamental relationships reveal that God is

good, that God is wise, and that God is mighty.

They reveal even more ; that He is perfect in right-

eousness, perfect in knowledge, perfect in power.

God’s power we may, perhaps, conceive otherwise

than the Old Testament teachers, but as regards the

other two fundamental points we stand where they

stand, and we believe what they believed. To us,

too, God is perfect in knowledge and in goodness.

He is the Supreme Mind, and the Supreme Mind
must be supremely good. There is, we hold, an
inseparable connection between goodness and reason.

The divine revelation to Moses upon Mount
Sinai as revealed in the 33rd and 34th chapters of
Exodus |ias, we may justly believe, been worked
over and roredited again and again. Two, even

three, separate stories may have been welded to-

gether. Nc te that in xxxiii. -13 Moses asks to be

shown God’s “ways.” »(In verses 15 and 16 his

request is rather that God Himself may accompany
i Sarlcy (W. R.), Moral Values and the Idea of Godf p. 383,
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the people in their journeyings.) In verse i8 he

asks to be shown God’s glory. In reply God de-

Glai»6 thgt He will make all His “ goodness ” pass

before him, while in the next,four verses we get the

famous reference to the divine face and back, which

looks more like the original answer to the re(jti<»t

for the revelation of the ditnne glory, which itsejf

may be a softewng down of a demand to see Gk)d’s

veritable form and countenance. In the next

chapter, however, the face and the back, and the

cleft of the rock, and the covering with the hand, are

all ignored. God does, indeed, descend in the cloud,

and stands near or with His prophet, but He does

not cover him with His hand, He does not “ pass

by,” He does not show His back. But He does
something infinitely more valuable and lasting. He
proclaims His name, and with this proclainiing of
the name, or as involved in it, He reveals His
nature, or that part of His nature which alone it is

permitted for man to know. And what is it that
He says ? “ Yahweh, Yahweh : merciful and
gracious God, long-suffering and abundant in
loving-kindness and truth, keeping loving-kindness
unto thousands, forgiving iniquity, transgression, and
sin. These words are fundamental in Judaism,
and of gigantic influence and importance. Over
and over again, with slight variations and additions,
are they quoted or repeated in the Old Testament
writings. They are more important than the solemn
words which follow, and certainly (as it may safely

irnportaint than the second
lulr of those words, which, as is also one portion ofme earlier statement, are borrowed from the Second
Commandment ;

“ That will by no means absolve the
gui ty, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the



1 THE OLD T^^TAMENT 33

children, and upon the chi^ren’s children, unto the

third and fourtl^ generation.”
,

*

“ Yahweh, Yahweh ! Merciful and gradous'

Gftd, long-sufering and abundant in loving-kindness

and truth, keeping loving-kindness unto thousands,

forg^dng iniquity, tran^tfession, fnd sin, but that

will by no means absol^C the guilty.” Here, if we
add perfect in wisdom and knowledge, is the essence

of the divine nature, so far as man can grasp it, and
here, it might be said is, in one sense, the ‘essence of

Judaism.^ Almost -every word is, of import and is

significant, and two of the words are peculiar, and
very difficult to render into English with due regard

to their fulness and precise shade of meaning.
These two terms are Chesed and Emet, which have

been translated by loving-kindness and truth. There
is one other attribute which,, with lovihg-kindneSs,

truth, and pity as well as with wisdom and knowledge
goes to make up the list of jewels in the divine

carcanet according to Old Testament teaching, and
that is Zedakah, which may now be fitly translated

by justice and now by righteousness. The spectrum
of the divine goodness may be split up into these

fundamental colours. But they form a unity and a
whole.

It has been customary to speak of the ethical

monotheism of the Hebrew Prophets. Yahweh
became the only God, not by the waj? of philosophic
reflection, but by the way of morality. The other
gods sank into insignificance and ‘unreality, not so
much because Yahweh was more powerful than they,

but because He was more moral thstn they, because
He had a nobler character. , And in His’ character

lay Yahweh’s value. We Should have no use for

* God is said to be “ perfect in knowledge ” m Job xxxnl 16,

D
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One God ifHe were not the God of goodness. The
marked personality and individuality of the Old

Testament God would even be objectionable, if He
were not the God of justice and loving-kindness, %f

compassioh and of truth. We should prefer rb Betop

td o 0eos, if it were hot that only in a being who is

not less than selfconscious^or “ personal ” can we
conceive love ‘ind righteousness to subsist. We
partly ignore and forgive, we partly accept and

employ, the anthropomorphisms of the Old Testa-

ment teachings about God, for the sake of its

fundamental conceptions about His pity. His jus-

tice, and His holiness. This ethical monotheism

has been the characteristic of Judaism throughout

the ages. It may be said to have impressed its

stamp upon the theism of the world. The word
God stands to-day everywhere for a single Divine

Being who, whatever else He may or may not be, is

at least exceedingly or perfectly good.

The essence of the divjne nature, ac<iording to

the revelation vouchsafed to Moses in the thirty-

fourth chapter of Exodus, resides in His moral
character. It may even be noticed that the statement
in Exodus xxxiv. 6, 7 says nothing about the divine

unity or His omnipotence or His eternity or His
immateriality or His wisdom or His omniscience or
His ubiquity

; it speaks solely about His moral
qualities or attributes : His pity. His graciousness,
His justice. His loving-kindness, and His truth.

For even this last quality hover§, throughout its Old
Testament usage, on the confines of ethical and
intellectual virtue. It may more often be more
accurately translated by fidelity than by truth.
What Yahweh has to tell man about Himself is

concerning those aspects of His nature in which
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man is more especially concerned. That is‘ true.

Still man is also much concerned in. Go4*^ pow%r,
His eternity, His owMiiscicnce ;

the statement is,

Ifowever, also silent about these. And, incleed, if

He were not loving, ^uSst, and true, it would be better

for us that He were n^ powerful, everlasting, and
omniscient. But I suppose that 'something more is

involved. It is not merely that for uf, and as regards

our relations with the divine being, the most im-
portant thing about Him is Hiis goodness. We
feel that whatever else in God may be hidden , from
our ken and our imagination, yet, nevertheless, this

goodness is, indeed, if not the very essence, yet of

the very essence of His naturfe and His being. He
is spirit, doubtless.; He is wisdom, assuredly. But
above all, He is goodness.

Hence it is that One has to speak of the divine

goodness twice over, in two connections, and some
repetition seems inevitable. First one has to speak
of it in dealing with our conc^tion of the divine

nature, with God as in Himself He is. Secondly,

one has to speak of it in dealing with God’s relations

with man, and more especially with Israel.

The Hebrew terms employed in Exodus xxxiv.

6, 7 are all significant and important.' It will be
noticed that the attribute ofjustice or righteousness,

in Hebrew Zedakah, is wanting. But when it is

said that God will by no means absolve the guilty,

or that He visits the iniquity of the fathers upon the

children, this may be regarded as equivalent to

justice, as if it had been said that God is Zadik.
(That, from h later point of view, to visit the iniquity

of the fathers upon the children would be, not just,

but unjust, does not affect the accuracy of the

observation.) Yet it is also to be noted that the
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meaning of
^

righteousness, or Zedakah, is very far

from being'oxhausted in the conception of retribution

or of retributive justice, still less in that of retribution

towards the wicked as excluding retribution to tht

good. According to the use of the word in the

Psalms and elsewhere, Zedaj^ah and Zadik are often

nearly equivalent to goodness, and often almost

•synonymous With loving-kindness. In Exodris

xxxiy. 6, 7, however, Zedakah and Zadik find no

place. But the “ justice ” of God, as contrasted

with His pity, or loving-kindness, is implied by what

is said of His action towards sinners, or rather

towards some sinners, or by part of His action

towards sinners. The adjectives and nouns that are

directly used about Him are all variants or illustra-

tions of that predominant aspect of His nature which

the Johannine theology, and Christianity after it,

would call His “ love.” We are told that God is

—

(i) Compassionate.

(a) Gracious.

(3) Long-suffering.

(4) Rich in loving-kindness.

(5) Rich in truth or fidelity.

, (6) Forgiving.

Of these the last is only a paraphrase. God
“ removes ” or “ takes away ” transgression, iniquity,

and sin. An adjective or participle “ forgiving
”

is only occasionally found in the Old Testament
{e.g. Psalm Ixxxvi. 5).

All the terms used are of great importance
; they

are not only very frequent, but have become charged
with emotion. They are repeated over and over
again in the liturgy. They have stamped them-
selves upon the Jewish consciousness

;
they aye

written on the Jewish hedti. The word ‘‘God"
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immediately sets up the ideas of pity, graciousness,

long-suffering, loving-kindness, fidelity (or truth).

And as regards these conceptions there is something

f^» be said for the advisability, or, at any rate,’ for the

immense advantage, of the Jew knowing Hebrew*
I am not sure that it ds much advantage for the

Christian to know the*Greek original for “ love.”

Does the great word ayaTrr) suggest fhuch more than

the great word “ love ” I am doubtful. But in

the case of the terms which we are now considering,

the original has, in two instances at least, and perhaps

in more, a nuance or shade of meaning which cannot

be accurately or fitly tranlSlated into English, and,

in all the instances alike, there is a wealth of historic

emotion which it would be a thousand pities to lose,

and which can only be associated with, or produced
by, the Hebrew originals.

God is Rochum or pitiful. He is Chonun or

gracious. He is Erech apayim or long-suffering.

He is abundant in Chesed or loving-kindness. He
is abundant in Emet or fidelity (or truth). Of thes6

terms the most important, the most comprehensive,

and the most untranslatable, is undoubtedly Chesed.

It is to be observed that it is twice repeated. For
God is said to be abundant in Chesed and to keep
Chesed unto thousands. The word is variously

translated in the Authorised Version. In our

Exodus passage it is in verse 6 rendered by “ good-
ness,” in verse 7 by “ mercy." In Psalm Ixxxix. 33
it is rendered by “ loving-kindness.” The prevail-

ing translation's “ mercy,” but that is certainly too

narrow. “ Loving-kindness ” is more accurate, but

cumbersome and formal • “ kindness ” without the

“j loving ” is inadequate and feeble. The most
literal equivalent would, on the whole, perhaps, be
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benevolence (the German Gute^ which is benevolent

kindness, gHcious goodness). But benevolence is

too cold, too formal, and too degraded in its

association with mere almsgiving. The simplest,

and often the piost adequate rendering is “ love.”

In any case we observe that in the description of

God’s character in Exodus xxxiv. 6, 7 the weight is

thrown upon ^hat comes first, and is most fully

dealt with : God’s gracious pity. His loving-kindness

and tenderness. It is only as if to prevent mis-

understanding, or as if the other side of the divine

character, or the other side of goodness itself, were
suddenly recalled to the writer, that it is added

:

“ Nevertheless, remember that in spite of His pity

and loving-kindness, God will not absolve the guilty

:

in certain instances He punishes with much severity.”

Perhaps, however, it is going too far to say that it is

as if the other side of goodness itself were remem-
bered. That harmonisation belongs to a later stage
of thought. To the Biblical writers God’s severity or
justice was one aspect of His character

; His pity or
loving-kindness was another. They did not clearly
see that the very doctrine of the divine unity compels
us to believe that His justice and His loving-kindness
are merely human modes of making distinctions in
the oneness of His character, and in the consistency
of His deeds. They did not fully realise that love
punishes in order to redeem, and that the punished
sinner, and not merely the forgiven sinner, is within
the orbit of the divine goodness.

But essentially, as it seems to me, the revelation
in Exodus xxxiv. 6,

, 7 with its many parallels,
complements, and fillings out in other Old Testamrait
passages, takes us nearly as far as we have yet gone
or as we can go. The roqt of the matter is achieved!
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It is implied, it b even definitely laid down^ in

Exodus xxxiv. 6, 7, as it is in couhtless other

passages, that the essence of the divine nature is its

goodness. There may be something to add to the

terminology, some improvement in the words to be
used in order to sum upland to imply all that there is

to be conveyed. There may also be a good deal to

add as to what divine goodness mesins and includes

in its relations towards man, but so far as the funda-

mental conception itself, the Old Testament teaching

and statements appear to be adequate. The essence

of the divine nature is goodness, and this good-

ness is displayed towards man in the virtues of pity,

justice, fidelity, and benevolence.

It has been observed that the righteousness of

God is less often mentioned in the Old Testament
than His mercy and His loving-kindness. The ad-

jective Rochum, compassionate, and the substantive

Chesed, loving-kindness, are more often used about

God than the adjective Zadik or the substantive

Zedakah. Yet it has also been noticed that when
these latter terms are used, they are by no means
limited to the retributive action of God. A Psalm
(cxlv.) which became intensely popular—^and which
may be regarded as a simple exposition of average

Jewish theism—uses both adjective and substantive,

nqt in opposition to, but in parallelism with, good-

ness and benevolence. The author of Isaiah xl.-lv.

employs the term in a manner peculiar to himself.

God’s righteousness is manifested in His providence,

or rather in the salvation of Israel, and through

Israel, of the world. (It is also manifested, no
doubt, in the overthrow 'of Israel’s foes.) As Dr.

Davidson says: “ The antithesis which in (Christian)

dogmatics we are familiar^with is a righteous or just
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God, and ytt a Saviour. The Old Testament (and

especially the author of Isaiah xl.-lv.) puts it differ-

ently—a righteous God, and therefore a Saviour.” ^

In modern times, and in opposition to ChriiS-

tiani^l a peculiar stress has been laid by Jewish

toachl^ upon God’s righteousness. Instead of in-

sisting that Chesed is virtual^ much the same as love,

they have takeif the line that both for God and man
love is a less excellent and all-round virtue than

righteousness. Christian theologians commonly aver

that the highest thing which can be said about God
is that He is Love, and this highest note was, they

point out, first sounded in the New Testament.

And a tendency exists to depreciate Old Testament
doctrine, and to concentrate attention upon the divine

justice and awfulness as there taught and displayed,

rather than upon the attributes of pity and loving-

kindness. Jewish theologians retort not merely by
emphasising the pity and loving-kindness passages,

as seems both legitimate and accurate, but by a

certain depreciation, in their turn, of Christian

doctrine for its emphasis on love. They incline to

hold that justice and love are fused together in the
higher and more inclusive attribute of righteousness.
Hence Judaism, in its insistence upon righteousness
as the essence of the divine character, and as the
supreme virtue for man, teaches a grander doctrine
than Christianity. “

.

I do not think that these opinions will per-
manently hold water or win the day. I doubt
whether an Old Testament prophet, or even a
Rabbinic doctor of the second century, would have
agi^eed that Zedakah was* a higher or more com-
prehensive virtue in God or man than Chesed. I

* Of. cit.
f. 144.
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fancy they would have been more inclined to vote

for Chesed than for Zedakah. But perhaps they

were wrong ? In the latest presentment of Jewish
theology by the distinguished American scholar,

Dr. Kohler, the author takes up a somewhat halting

and undecided opinion.| On the one hand, “Kfe says

of Hosea :
“ Upon the crown of God’s majesty whith

Amos had beheld all effulgent wtth justice and
righteousness, he placed the most precious gem,
reflecting the highest quality of God—His gracious

and all-forgiving love.” And again he observes that
“ the Rabbis came to regard love as the innermost

part of God’s being.” On the other hand, he de-

clares that “ Judaism does not proclaim love, absolute

and unrestricted, as the divine principle of life.

Love is unworthy of God unless it is guided by
justice.” Again, “ The divine love is an essentially

moral attribute of God, and not a metaphysical one.

If we wish to speak of a power that permeates the

cosmos and turns the wheel of life, it is far more
correct to speak of God’s creative goodness. . . .

Divine love may have pity upon human weak-
ness, .but it is divine goodness that inspires and
qmckens human energy. After all, love cannot be
the dominant principle of life. Man cannot love

all the time, nor can he love all the world
;

his sense

pfjustice demands that he hate wickedness and false-

hood. We must apply the same criterion to God.
But nian can and should do good and be good con-

tinually and to all men, even to the most unworthy.

Therefore Gpd becomes the pattern and ideal of an

all-encompassing goodness, which is never exhausted

and never reaches an end.” ^

Much of this criticism resolves itself into a

^ Jewish Tkedogyy^^* 115, 129 , ^ 30, 132,
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question of words, and it is probable that in a non-

Christian environment it would never have arisen.

There would have been no bias against love. Right-

eousness, which Dr. Kohler, however, preferring

“ goodness,” does not champion against love, can

in^ed be made, if a group of men so choose, to

include much which most people would not imply
by it. ' I myself have been so taught to see in it the

sum of all goodness that the term may convey to

me a good deal more than it conveys to average
English-speaking persons. To them righteousness
is the special quality of the judge, or of the giver

of punishment or reward. It does not imply,
whether in human nature or in the divine nature, a

yearning to save, or to redeem, or to cherish, or to
care for, or to tend. It does not include pity. It

does not include any desire to have constant dealings
or communion with the objects towards whom you
exercise your righteousness. Those whom you love
you want to be with

;
you want to help them in

every possible way; you want them to enjoy you,
and you want to enjoy them. Righteousness in-
volves none of these feelings. Love is the acmis of
friendship, but friendship is not implied in right-
eousness. Yet the last thing you would wish to do
to those you love is to be weak towards them, and
falsely forgiving, to their own detriment and hurt.
I-«ve can be very stern, very severe, just because it
is love. For love is not weak, but strong. It does
not seek to avoid present discomfort, or for the sake
of ease to escape the disagreeable. The love of a
rather fora son seeks the son’s good, not the father’s
p easurable sensations. Thus, to oppose justice to
love, as IS done by Dr. Kohler, seems to be a false
opposition. He says ;

“ The highest principle of
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ethics in Judaism, the cardinal point in the govern-

ment of the world, is not love, but justice. Love has

the tendency to undermine the right and to effeminise

society. Justice, on the, other hand, develops the

moral capacity of every man, . . , Nor does justice

stop with the prohibiten of evil. The very arm
which strikes down the presumptuous tansgressor

turns to lift up the meek and erfdow hirii with

strength. Justice becomes a positive power for the

right
;

it becomes Zedakah, righteousness or true

benevolence, and aims to adjust the inequalities of

life by kindness and love. It engenders that deeper

sense of justice which claims the right of the weak
to protection by the arm of the strong.” Here,
first of all, love is depreciated by being falsely de-

scribed
; for true love does not undermine the right,

or effeminise (whether society or the individual).

But then justice is made to include love.

Yet is it not a too violent stretching of the proper

or actual signification of “justice ” or “righteous-

ness ” to make it include love ? We have, moreover,

seen that in the Old Testament the highest attribute

of God is not Zedakah, not, therefore, either justice

OT; righteousness, but Chesed, which, whatever its

exact and complete meaning may be, is, at any rate,

very similar to love. I am inclined to tjiink that

love may be more fitly said to include justice or

righteousness than justice or righteousness may be

said to include love. And I would go further.

There is, I think, a certain danger in declaring that

the essence of the divine nature is righteousness

rather than love. This danger is increased when
righteousness rather than love is regarded as the

ideal human, as well as the ideal divine, excellence.

For hoftever much we may attem|rt to deepen and
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enlarge the ordinary meaning attached to righteous-

ness, the word seems to have one important defect.

It is not instinct with emotion. It is not dynamic.

And it is just possible that a certain defect in some

phases of modern Jewish ethics, and even of modern

Jewish religion, may be ascj^ibed to the substitution

of Zedakah for Chesed, of nghteousness for love, as

the highest pAnciple in the divine and in human
nature. The righteous man does his duty

;
even

more, he does the best that can be done on every

occasion that arises, in every “ case ” that comes or

is put before him. The loving man goes out of his

way, and seeks opportunities, for the exercise of love.

The passion for helping, for caring, for saving is

characteristic of love rather than of righteousness.

The same may perhaps be said of the eagerness to

go forth and do battle for the sake of human souls.

And, as regards God, it is by His quality of love

rather than by His quality of righteousness that we
think of Him as drawing all humanity to Himself.
God and man are both lover and loved. He
loves them and they love Him. Professor Sorley
is, therefore, I fancy, not wrong when he declares
that “ theologians have reached no more profound
definition than that God is love.” Let us not
be afraid because the definition was first achieved
by the author of the First Epistle of John (iv. 8).
And perhaps the most vital point about love, in
its superiority to, or rather in its beyondness over,
righteousness, is also clearly, soberly, and even
dryly stated by Dr. Sorley, when he adds ;

“ It
i$ tfue that love as used of God does not con-
note all that it habitually* does in its human mani-
fcstaitions, while on the other hand it -must at the
same time connote much more. But it does in
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both cases mean the will to the good of others and
the will to communion with them. ... Love is

possible as a one-sided relation only, but the com-
munion in which it finds satisfaction is a reciprocal

relation.”^ If the essence of God is love. His
nature or will is to have relations with His world,

which, in the case of beings, who, like Himself, are

self-conscious and rational, means th#t He has com-
munion with them and that they have communion
with Him. But such a reciprocal communion in-

volves the gradual education and redemption of

every human soul, whether saint or sinner. It in-

volves also, as we dare to believe, the education of
souls beyond the grave.

If, then, the Old Testament writers who laid such

stress on Chesed as the fundamental attribute of God
were correct, they would recognise in the author

of the First Epistle of John a kindred and not an
alien spirit, and his statement that God is love,

o ^€0? ayaTTi; ia-n'v, may be accepted as on the right

line of Jewish development, and as the consumma-
tion of, and not opposed to, the divine revelation in

the thirty-fourth chapter of Exodus. He who is

abundant in Chesed may be fitly described as love.

The divine pity and forgivingness as well as the

divine justice (“ He will not absolve the guilty ”)

will be spoken of in another connection, but some-
thing must still be said of two attributes, one of

which is mentioned in the Exodus revelation, while

one (though enormously important) is not.

The first of these two attributes is that in virtue

of which God is said to be “ abundant ih truth.’:’*

We have already stated that the Hebrew word Eiftet

a$ used in -the Old Testament means fidelity as

^ 0̂ . cit, p. 499.
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lihticii as, or perhaps even more than, truthfulness

or truth. But fidelity implies truthfulness, and
truthfulness involves truth. The virtue is a com-
bination and synthesis of the intellectual and the
moral. Jewish thfeism had, from its Old Testa-
ment origin, a marked intellectual element. Yahweh
was veiy wise as well as very good. The sages,

who finally pjfesed over into the Scribes and the
Rabbis, were only less important a branch of forma-
tive Judaism than the Prophets. The Jewish con-
ception of God may be said to rest upon the triple

basis contributed by Prophet, Psalmist, and Sage.
N(w to the Sage, though God was also righteous
anclToving, He was first and foremost the source
arid seat of wisdom, just as for men, though right-
eousness and loving-kindness were great virtues and
great duties, the sovereign virtue and duty was
wisdom. God is omniscient; He is the giver of'
knowledge and wisdom unto man. And He is
trustworthy, faithful, truthful

; He is changeless.
One can depend on Him. His,nature remains ever
the same. “ O Lord God of Truth *’

;
“ Yahweh

is the God of Truth.” The words sank deep into
the Jewish mind as well as into the Jewish heart.
And I think we may say without exaggeration that

Platonic canons about God, “ He is

characteristics ofO d Testament teaching. God is as much the
source and guarantee of knowledge as He is the^urce and guarantee of love. We know throughHim, we love through Him. And, further, all <mrknowledge is the knowledge of God; all our love
is the love of God. Moseover, the unity of truthand goodness is guaranteed by their issSng Siand depending upon, the one divine source,^who is
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Himself perfectly and ineffably One. Between
science and religion there must not, and cannot be
more than temporary misunderstanding

; there can-

not be permanent opposition or Contrariety. God
is as much the God of truth as He is the G^d of
righteousness. Here, |oo, then, for one of the

deepest convictions about God which we cherish

to-day, we go back to, and start •from, an Old
Testament foundation. The God of Truth is its

description of God, and it still is ours.

There remains to be considered one further

attribute of God—^if indeed attribute it can rightly

be called—which not only plays an important part

in Old Testament literature, but which has 'nad

important effects in the whole subsequent history

and development of the Jewish religion. I refer to

the conception of holiness. Now it is perhaps still

’ true to say what Dr. Davidson said many years a^o,

that “ the holiness of Yahweh is a very obscure

subject,” about which ” the most diverse views

have prevailed among Old Testament scholars.” It

would be quite out of keeping and relation with the

purpose of this book to enter into any full discussion

of this ” obscure subject.” It will suffice to observe

that the terms holiness and holy, and the verb to

sanctify and to be sanctified, have both lower and
higher significations in the Old Testament. We
cartnot say, ” They start low

; they end high.”

Rather must we say. They start low
;
and gradually

the highfer, more ethical, and more spiritual mean-
ings emerge, and run parallel or concurrently with,

the lower meanings. And we may even say that

there is a diird sense of holy which is neither high

nor low,, but lifliere the word means little more than
“ divine,” or ** or belonging to the divine,”
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“ that which is marked off from all that is not

divine.” In this sense it does not concern us here.

Nor does it concern us in the lower sense by

which holiness can become inherent in things, be-

cause*'such things are used in the worship of God,

or are regarded as His speaal property. The con-

nection of holiness with the ideas of ritual cleanness

and uncleanness is also outside our interest. We
are only concerned with the divine holiness, as also

with human holiness, when there enters into this

holiness something ethical or moral—some antithesis

to iniquity and sin. Holiness becomes interesting

to us when it becomes spiritual. Precisely the same
development occurs in holiness as in purity, and
only when it has taken place does the word acquire

a religious importance for ourselves. Moreover,
holiness then becomes almost a synonym for purity.

That which is morally pure has a certain antagonism
to, a certain repulsion from, sin. It is this antagon-
ism and repulsion which characterise the higher
holiness. They are a development from the lower,

almost physical, reaction which Yahweh displays, at

an earlier stage of His history, against any encroach-
ment upon His prerogatives, any infringement of His
rights, or any violation of His divinity by unclean
or unqualified agents. The higher association of
holiness with purity is indicated in the famous words
of Habakkuk: “ Art thou not from everlasting, O
Lord my God, mine Holy One ? . , . Thou art of
purer eyes than to behold evil, and canst not look
upon iniquity.”

' It was Isaiah who, apparently, gave a distinctively
moral and spiritual tilt to the conceptbh of the
dmne holiness. When he calls Yahweh, as he
frequently does, the Holy One of Israel, it is in
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vlrtufe of Yahweh’s jnofal purity that he so describes

Him. The teaching of the Holy One which the

Israelites have despised is a moral teaching, the

provocation with which they have provoku^ His
holiness is a moral provocation. And when the

Seraphim declare in ^at famous cry of theirs,

“ Holy, holy, holy, is Yahwch of hosts,” they mean
that He is ineffably pure ; the unclean lips of man
which are contrasted with the holiness of God is

not a physical, but a moral uncleanness.

Great was the importance of the conception of

the divine holiness in the history of the Jewish
religion. This importance, in accordance with the

signification of the term in the Old Testament itself,

had both a lower and a higher side. We might
almost say also a bad and a good side. It was in

and round the idea of holiness that was started the

notion, which was to be so rich in consequences, of

the Imitation of God. It was not at first said, “ Be
good, for God is good,” or “Be just, for God is

just,” or “ Be loving, for God is loving,” or “ Be
pitiful, for God is pitiful,” but “ Be holy, for God
IS holy.” And the question, therefore, arises ; In

what is the divine holiness displayed .? The priestly

law contains a mixture of the physical and the

moral. Israel is to be holy because it belongs to

God, and is to display or reflect God’s glory. “ Ye
shall be holy unto Me: for I the Lord am holy, and
I have severed you from other peoples that ye should

.

be mine.” Hence any contamination with idolatry,

any practice or rite which has anything to do with

the worship of other gods or spirits, is intensely

taboo at^ qtterly forbidden. Israel belongs ex-

clusively to Yaljyfeh, and must show its “ holiness
”

in its exclusive worship of its one and only God.
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A^in« according to old priestly^ conceptions, cei^in

animals, certain bodily conditions, are unclean ;

hence Israelites must avoid those animals, and, so

far as they can, avoid, or quickly cl^nsc themselvw

after falling into, those bodily conditions. Israel is

to be a peculiar people ;
*‘4 peculiar treasure above

all peoples ”
;

they are t6 be unto Yahweh “ a

kingdom of priests and an holy nation.” But eyen

the Law did not stop there. It definitely associated

the idea of moral purity with the idea of holiness

;

it united physical and moral purity together ; it

made the imitation of the divine holiness a moral,

as well as a physical, ideal. It is no mere accident

that the great command, “Ye shall be holy, for I

the Lord your God am holy,” is set at the head of

a chapter of predominantly moral commands. And
it may be truly said that it was the fact that the

injunction to be holy because God is holy is set in

the forefront of this great chapter (Leviticus xix.),

"(^hich, more than any other fact, gave to the Jewish
idea of holiness, whether in God or man, its pre-

vailingly ethical implications. If the Law says that

the ^Israelites are to be holy because God is holy,

the Talmud and the Rabbis will explain this Urder
to mean, “ Be just, because God is just ; be pitiful,

because God is pitiful
;
be loving, because God is

loving.” So, too, we find the issue of the history in
the.First Epistle of Peter :

” As He who has called
you is holy, so be ye holy in all manner of behaviour;
for it is written, Be ye holy

;
for I am holy.”

The vvhole corpus, as it were, of the divine
goodness is summed up in, and, in a sense, glorified
and^ transfigured by, the conception of holiness.
Dwne holiness is a sort of sublime synonym for
difine purity. And the conception' (as we shall see



1 THi OLD TESTAMENT 51

^gain later on) was
,
reached that any sin on the part

of any Israelite tarnishes, and inflicts a stain upon,
the purity erf both Israel and God. No r^igious

conception has had a greater ethical potency. And
we still ffeel that potency, and still perceive in it

value and validity and tifith.

Not only the Old Testament use of the adjective

formed one root or source of this Conception, but

also the use of the corresponding verb. Yahweh by
His actions sanctifies Himself. And in the second

place man, or more especially Israel, can and should

sanctify Yahweh. This divine sanctification is not

always brought about by distinctively moral actions,

though an ethical idei is not usually far distant. By
the exercise of His power Yahweh may compel
heathen nations to recognise His divinity

;
by punish-

ing Israel’s foes, by delivering Israel, He is sancti-

fied, because these foes, who saw in Israel’s fall or

exile a mark of Yahweh’s weakness and impotence
will see in Israel’s redemption a mark and proof of
His power. His name, polluted by Israel’s sin and
its necessary results, is sanctified by Israel’s triumph*
It is even necessary for the sake of this sanctification

supernaturally to bestow upon Israel a new heart, so

that Israel may, in a sense, be capable of redemption,
and may, by new obedience and goodness, show
forth God’s glory and sanctify His name. So, too,

lack of faith in God’s power profanes His name

:

adequate faith would sanctify it. This twin idea of

the desecration and sanctification of God’s name, or
of God, is only started in the Old Testament, and
does not yet reach a high level of ethical and re-

ligious developnient. Thafwas left for the Talmudic
age in, which it became a splendid motive for Ac
highest ethical actions and the most exalted saf-
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sacriiSce. And one more use of the idea of holiness

was also begun in the Old Testament, which was

to have startling developments, and even more out-

side Judaism than within it: namely, the ascription

of holiness to the Spirit of God. The holy spirit,

or rather the spirit of His ^.e. God’s) holiness, only

occurs three times in the Hebrew Bible, two of

which occurrences are in successive verses of the

same chapter of Isaiah (Ixiii.). The Israelites, it is

said, “ rebelled and grieved his holy spirit.” And
then, in an obscure, and partly corrupt, sentence

there is a lament, “ Where now is He that brought

them up out of the sea Where is He that put

His holy spirit within them ? ” Akin to this latter

phrase is the usage in the great penitential Psalm:
“ Cast me not away from Thy presence; take not Thy
holy spirit from me.” Once more, then, man too

can be holy with a holiness akin, if much inferior,

to the holiness of God, but here that holiness, which
before was to be acquired by man through his own
effort and will, is prayed for as the gift of God.
It is God who must inspire man’s holiness, just as
it is God who must give him (though he must also
himself seek to acquire it) a new and regenerate
heart. And these ideas too, half the issue of the
conception of holiness, and half the issue of the
conception of the divine spirit, were to be fruitful
in the future. The spirit of God which sustains,
regenerates, and inspires is the outflow of His holi-
ness. It comes from holiness, and it makes its
recipients holy. It is this spirit which the Hellen-
istic, Jew of the first century before the Christian
era identifies with wisdom. And of that heavenly
or^divine wisdom he says :

“ She is a breath> of the
power of God, and a clear effluence of the glory of
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the" Almighty: therefore can nothing defiled find

entrance into her. For she is an effulgence from
everlasting light, and an unspotted mirror of the

working of God, and an image of His goodness.

And she, being one, has power to do all things; and*
remaining in herself, re>eweth all things : and from
generation to generation passing into holy souls,

she makes them friends of God and*prophets.” In

his noble words we may see the confluence of the

conceptions of wisdom and of the spirit with the

conception of holiness. We may still, I think, use

this confluence of the three conceptions for our own
edification and profit.

Section III

The Relation of God to Man according
to the Old Testament

We have seen that the Old Testament advances

to, and rests in, the conception of a supramundane
and spiritual God, who is the creator and sustainer of

the universe. The universe is looked at according

to a view of it which has for ever passed away, in

virtue of which the earth occupies a very different

position from that which, in our religious, theo-

logical, or metaphysical systems, it occupies for us

to-day. Creation, even perhaps to the latest and
most developed Old Testament writers, culminated

in humanity. Sun and moon and stars may be almost

said to lead up to earth and man. It is true that God
was not, I imagine, conceived as absolutely alone

even before creation. At all events, before stars

and sun and moon and earth were formed, there

bxisted the angels and the sons of Gdd, though these,
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too, doubtless, even though we have no Old

Testament statement about it, were supposed to have

been created at some very distant epoch by God.

But putting the angels aside, creation forms a whole,

all made together at one and the same time, and

consisting, so far as rational and moral life is con-

cerned, of man and man alone. 'It is important for

more than one*^ reason that to the prevailing Jewish

view, and certainly to the priestly author of the first

chapter of Genesis, the sun and the stars are not

animated beings: they are just “ things,” even as

they are things to us. Where in the Psalms the sun

and moon and all the stars of light are called upon to

praise God, this is no more than a poetic personifica-

tion. They are no more, 1 fancy, conceived to be
alive and rational than are the trees and the fire,

the snow and the wind, which are also bidden to join

in the universal worship of God. And if man be
the only moral and rational being in creation, there

is a very real and justifiable sense in which creation

culminates in him. We, too, should hold that, big
as may be the sun, yet if there is no rational and
moral life within his huge circumference, any human
being is greater and more important than he.

Such, then, being creation according to Old
Testament ideas—a great number and mass of
material things, with man alone possessed of the
divine image, with man alone able to know the
difference between good and evil, with man alone
able to know and to worship God—what was the
purpose of creation ? Why did God create it ?

No definite answer to these questions can be
gathered from the pages of the Hebrew Bible.
There are indeed adumbrations of answers which
we ckn find made explicit and full-bodied in the'
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Rabbinical literature. The earth was formed for

man, and for him, too, we may even add, were
fashioned sun, moon, and stars. But then, why
was man created ? Was it for God’s sake or for

man’s sake ? From one point of view we might,

perhaps, say for ma,n’s s^ke. God was self-sufficient

even before man' was formed. “ Can a man be
profitable unto God ? ” asks Eliphaz? and to him the

reply was, “ No, he cannot.” Man was created for

man’s own happiness, though he could only be happy
if he worshipped the one God and obeyed His laws.

But, from another point of view, man and all creation

wei-e formed to increase the glory of God and for the

divine satisfaction. God rejoices in His works, for

they are very good. The whole earth is to be filled

with the divine glory. Everywhere it shall be known
and realised that the sole God is Yahweh

; that He
is One and His name One. All flesh shall worship
Him. It is almost implied that for this worship of

God man was created. Man’s destiny is the cause

of his existence. The earth shall be full of the

knowledge of Yahweh as the waters cover the^sea.

But this recognition and declaration of God’s glory,

this knowledge and worship of Him, if pleasing to

Him, are also profitable to man. They are man’s
true end, not merely in the sense that they are the

purpose of his creation, but also in the sense that

they constitute his true satisfaction. If God desires

and likes that man should proclaim the divine glory

and know God, so far as man can know Him at all,

the same human deeds and knowledge which give

“pleasure” to God give even more than pleasure

to man. Without the true knowledge and right

worship of God, man is bereft of true happiness and
joy. Thus, to say that man was created for h& own
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sake or for God’s sake, for God’s satisfaction or for

his own satisfaction, is to say the same thing. The

one implies and involyes the other. We can hardly

say that the Old Testament definitely states all this,

but it does not do its teaching violence to draw all

this out of what it states, (t

There is, however, something more which has

thus far been ‘ omitted. In some of the Psalms

{e.g. the 104th), as in the Book of Job, we have set

before us God and man
;
these two and nothing

between them. But that is not the usual view, which

is rather God and man and Israel, or even God and

Israel. It would go too far to say that Israel is the

purpose of creation, but Yahweh is hardly conceiv-

able without His people, and if all mankind is to

recognise His divinity, it is to recognise more
especially that He is, and remains, the God of Israel,

in whom and by whom and through whom He
is specifically glorified. Israel is God’s peculiar

treasure, the object of His special love. He declares

of them :
“ The people which I have formed for.

Myself, they shall show forth My praise.” God
rejoices in all His works, but His great love is,, for
Israel. There are touches of a wider conception,
but the main doctrine is rather particularistic than
universal. Yet it is none the less, as we shall see, of
value, and mainly because it is capable of universal-
isation without losing its beauty and its truth.

It has already been observed that the essence of
the divine nature, according to the best and highest
teaching of the Old Testament (and according, too,
to the teaching in which it rested, and which became
permanent), was goodness.* The divine goodness is
displayed in justice, pity, loving- kindness. The
elements of severity and fierceness in the original
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character of Yahweh became drawn up into the

conception of justice. God is not only creator, bui
also king, and not only king, but judge. As judge
He punishes. Again, Yahweh is, as we have seen,

a self-conscious personality, and ^as such the Old
Testament writers condivc Him as possessed of

emotions, which are modelled upon the emotions of

man. God is jgrieved or glad ; He*is irritated or

appeased ; He is angry or pitiful ; He loves and He
hates. It is highly curious, as I have already said,

that in the course of history, the sterner, severer

sides of His nature and ofHis dealings with man were
conceived as more closely associated with that aspect

of Him which was called God, while the more
gracious and tender and loving sides were more
closely associated with that aspect of Him in which
He revealed Himself as Yahweh. One would have

thought that it would have been otherwise
;

that the

term God would have absorbed all the noblest and
best elements ; the term Yahweh the remainder.

And this for two reasons : first, because to our
thinking, “ God ” is greater than “ Yahweh,” and
means for us much more. Secondly, because

Yahweh starts with a very high degree of fierceness

and severity. That the development took place

along the lines on which it did is due especially to

the “ middle term.” It was Yahweh rather than

God which had specially to do with Israel, and it was
with Israel that the divine love and pity were so

closely and peculiarly associated. Hence God as

lover and pardoner became more identified with

Yahweh.
Putting for the momenrt the distinction between

Israel and non-Israel aside, we may say that God,

being good, desires the well-being and the happiness
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of His creatiu«8. “ O Yahweh, Thou preservest

man and beast,” says one Psalmist. And a second:

“ Yahwe^i is good to all ;
and His tender mercies

are over all His works.” A third :
” He gives to

the beast its food, to the young ravens when they

cry.” God wants and w#hes man to “live”; as

righteous jud^e He may have ” to destroy all the

(unrepentant) wicked,” but He takes no delight in

doing so. He takes delight in man’s repentance,

so that He may pardon him and let him “ live.”

“ As I live, saith Yahweh, the God ” (so runs the

fundamental and far-reaching statement of Ezekiel),
“ I have no pleasure in the death of the wicked ;

but that the wicked turn from his way and live : I

have no pleasure in the death of him that dieth,

saith Yahweh, the God.”
All good comes to man through God, the giver.

Calamity comes to man also through God, but it is

the fault of man and his punishnicnt
;
while good is

something more than man’s reward ; it is the over-

flowing and unmerited gift of God. Such, on the

whole, may be regarded as the main and permanent
drift of Old Testament teaching. In punishments
God bestows what, or less than, we deserve

;
in

rewards He bestows more than we deserve. ,

The God of the Old Testament is throughout
active. He is the ruler of nature and man. He is

a king who governs. He is no roi faindant. Above
all. He is no distant God. If deism means a belief

in a God who, having created the world, has no
further care for it, influences it no longer, “ inter-

feres ” in it not at all, and does not help and guide
and reward and punish, and enter into communion
with, and cause Himself to be felt and experienced

by, tl^e rational beings whom He has made, nothing
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less resembles deism than ninety-nine per cent of
Old Testament doctrine. I need hardly p-ess this

point further. It is so obvious and so certain. The
Gk)d of Ecclesiastes is perhaps little more than the

God of deism, but Ecclesiastes 's a sort of Old
Testament freak, whicl# was only included in the

Hebrew Bible because of its supposed Solomonic

authorship, and which even then ?equired much
“ editing ” before it could be allowed admittance,

Ecclesiastes is the exception which proves the rule.

Fundamental is the conception that God is both

far and near. “ Thus saith the high and holy One
that inhabiteth eternity, whose name is holy; I dwell

in the high and holy place, but with him also that

is of a contrite and humble spirit.” Of the very

marrow of the most permanent and highest Old
Testament teaching is the verse :

“ The Lord is near

unto all that call upon Him.” Because He is near,

He is findable. Because He is near, He can be
felt. He upholds and raises up

;
He comforts and

heals ; He cleanses and inspires
;
He helps and He

guides. Thus, even as a judge. He shows interest

in and cares for man, and is not distant. But He
is much more than judge. For He is living

stron^old and tender shepherd as well.

Le^s, however, specially consider those relations

of God to man, or of God to Israel, in which He
manifests Himself as judge, or as the giver of just

punishments and just rewards. The Old Testa-

ment lays great stress upon these relations
;
greater

stress, perhaps, than we. Justice and righteousness

are represented by one and the same word, and the

idea of righteousness merges into the idea of justice.

Moreover, justice means for Old Testament writers

r^ribution or proportional justice
;
on wickedness



6o THE OLD TESTAMENT AND AFTER ch.

should fc31oW punishment ;
on goodness, reward.

That outT^ard prosperity is, or should be, the conr

comitanf of virtue may be regarded as a canon of

Old Testament religion. And the bestowal of re-

%rard and punishment by God may be considered as

it befalls Israel, as it befall the “ nations outside,"

and as it befalls the individual.

It is well known how we are always told that

in the earlier Biblical periods the individual made
tsmaller claims upon God’s interest and care. He
sank himself in the nation, and conceived Yahweh
as dealing with the people as a whole rather than

with each separate unit. He shared with joy in the

general prosperity; he shared without grumbling or

puzzling or indignation in collective calamities.

Such at least is the usual critical view of the ancient

Israelite’s feelings
;
a view which makes the matter

a good deal more simple and uncomplicated than it

probably was. It is, however, true that in Our
surviving literature of the earlier age we hear more
of Tahweh’s dealings with, and relations to, the
nation than of His dealings with individu^s. The
individuals, unless they are leaders and princes and
patriarchs and prophets and priests, may, perhaps,
have taken themselves less seriously than was the
case in later times, or than would be the case4o-day.
And, perhaps, what is now known as the value -of
every individual soul in the eyes of God was not yet
grasped. There is a sense in which the current
critical view that individualism hardly awoke before
the seventh century is probably true.

We are not concerned with the old pre-prophetic
view^ of Yahweh s relation to Israel. So far as that
relation implied partiality and favouritism it has no
value for us. Nor can we legitimately claim that the
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pre-prophetic view was ever entirely transcended.

Moreover, it may be said to recur with a new and
peculiar strength at the close of the Biblical* period.

Tlie relation of God to Israel is more impartial and
ethical according to Amos than it is to Malachl.

It reaches its high-watef mark in the conception of

the Servant, but the latest pieces in the Old Testa-

ment literature are three or four hurrtired years later

than the servant prophecies.

The general prophetic idea that rebellious, idblT

atrous, and immoral Israel or Judah must suffer

punishment for its sins remains of value to this day.

Upon national sin shall follow national calamity. In

this calamity the innocent will doubtless suffer as

well as the guilty. But each member of the nation

must bear his share of responsibility for national

crimes. This point of view was only challenged

when it involved the further consequence: a second

or third generation must suffer for what its fathers

and grandfathers have wickedly done. A special

nuance was given by Amos to the general prophetic

doctrine*of national punishment and ruin, following

by God’s decree upon national apostasy and wicked-

ness, when he makes Yahweh say : “You only have

I known of all the families of the earth : therefore

will I visit upon you your iniquities.” This theory

of special responsibility, following upon or con-

nected with special privilege, removed the taint of

partiality from the doctrine of election. Israel was,

indeed, specially chosen by God, but the result of

that choosing must be a more severe testing and
trial, a harderjqdgement, a more terrible punishment.

This statement of Amos, though never repeated in

so many express terms by subsequent prophets, was

yet never wholly lost sight of. It r<Kippears, as we



62 THE OLDTESTAMENT AND AFTER ch.

shall sec, in Rhbbttnic literature, and iu a more

generalWm we still make use of it to-day.
. ,

, \^th thSB destructidn of the TeiUplc and the ovcr-

throit^ofJeru^lcm and of the Judaean state in 586,

die firat (^vision of prophecy closes. Retributive

justice as punishment had| now fallen upon both

Isrilel andJudah. There was, in one sense, nothing

fljrther for punishment to do. The nadon As n,

nadoh was overthrown ;
it had ceased to exist. The

nte step could only be restoration. But would
r^toration conflict with justice That partly de-

^|jended upon the people. Would they repent of

their sinS and deserve God’s favour } The result

in prophetic teaching is a peculiar blend of old and
new. The divine mercy has to bje i*^to

play to supplement or correct the diVine justice.

That in the first place. But, in the second, rter

tnbutive justice is still maintained Against z section

of the people
;
even as Isaiah of old had spoken of

a remnant who should escape the judgement, or who
should be morally purged by it, so now a distinction

was made between the good and the bad : the former
should enjoy God’s favour

; the latter should feel

His wrath. Thirdly, the retributive justice of God
is deflected upon Israel’s foes, and upon them are
liow concentrated prophetic and psalmic .maledicdion,
enmity, and denunciation. Upon them, pardy for
their conduct to Israel, partly for their idolatry, arc
to be poured out the punishments of God. But, in
the fourth place, other considerations emerge. Israel-
is not worthy of the divine favour. .It does hot
deserve restoration or prosperity. But Yahweh, in
despite of strict justice, .will, nevertheless, bring
about ah era of happiness and national well-bang
in the ancestral land. He will do thisf* partly for
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His own name’s sake, for IJis hoijour and^IEs
|;lory, which are inseparably bound up xi^ith Israel,

m^much as, though the Gk)d of the wliolei.w9rld,

He remains, ift a peculiar sense, the God of Israel;

And partly Ho will do it because' He Mves^ Israel^

even more than they d|perve, with ap tuiiljtcrabic

arid inextinguishable love. Yet, in order to let the
hadons perceive and recognise His ^wer by the

Ovation of Israel, in ord^r to display and manifest

His loves' arid satisfy its cravings,—in order to do ail

this without too grossly violating justice, He has to

do one thing more. He has Himself to make Israel

not too unworthy of the divine love. He has to

give unto the people u new heart and a new. spirit,

SO that they may worship Him more purely, and
live lives less inconsistent with the divine fevour.

He redeems them inwardly as well as outwardly for

His name’s sake.

These conceptions, of which the last group arc

mainly taken from Ezekiel, were not only in them-
selves significant, but bore fruit. They showed
themselves capable of development and enlargement.

We shall meet them again.

As regards the enemies of Israel and the “ nations

around,” the doctrine of God’s retributive justice

contains little to interest or to detain us. For here?

it is mainly a case of national passions and hatreds

clothing themselves in a religious, or what we.should
now call a pseudo-religious, guise. The enemies of
Israel are simply turned into the enemies of God,
and the only.jxistification for such identification that

may be detected by us is their idolatry or wicked-
nep. This lower aspect, of prophecy is too often

a riot of particularism. Certain exceptions will come
before our hotice in another connection.
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'When the indmdual in the seventh centuij b.c.

began to crave to be more separately dealt with by

God^ divine justice had to concern itself with him

as well as with the nation as a whole. Hej toQ, must

be punished and rewarded, and find in such punish-

ments and rewards the ev^ence of God’s' rule and

’care.. It is hardly fair to say that reward in the

shape of mateaial prosperity was passionately desired

as such. It was desired as the guarantee and mark

€(f God’s rule and care. It was desired as the ex-

pression of His justice. Whether for the com-

munity or for the individual no more fundamental

canon of God’s providence was recognised than that

of reward for righteousness and punishment for sin.

And this reward was largely conceived all through

the Old Testament period as external to the righteous

deed and the righteous character
;

it was added on
to them by the interposition of God. So, too, with

punishment. This, too, did not flow naturally out

of sin. It was affixed to it separately and subse-

quently by the divine judgement.

There can be little doubt that we have here one
of the weaker aspects of Old Testament religion.

It is one of the less satisfactory aspects of the relation

of God to man and of the methods of His rule.

We shall deal with certain puzzles which arose in
regard to it in a later section. Meanwhile, however,
it may be noted that the doctrine seems still to
enshrine certain general truths, still valid and still

valuable. First, the truth that wickedness will scmie-
how be ultimately overthrown. “ Verily there is a
God that judges in the earth.” To this hope we
still cling. We cling to, it for nations and, in a
lesser degree, or in a special form, we cling to it for
inditdduals. Right shall in the long run prevail
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against wrong. Next, wc still believe in the ultiihate

connection, in the propriety of an ultimate con-

comitance, between goodness and ^ppiness./ It is

true we do hot interpret happiness to mean mere*

external prosperity. Yet we do not wholly exclude

such prosperity. We d<| not look forwarci,, as an
ideal even upon earth to a condition of things * in ^

which everybody should be both righteous and
miserable

;
inwardly righteous and outwardly miser-

able. On the contrary, we look forward and work
for a time in which men shall be both righteous and
happy, yes, even both righteous and prosperous.

Still less, or at least as little, do we look forward

to a combination of exceeding righteousness and
exceeding infelicity beyond the grave. I quite

admit, and Judaism can well admit, that the problem
of evil and the hypothesis of God prevent our sup-
posing, to use Dr. Sorley’s words, that “ the creative

purpose must have been to provide the maximum
of happiness for conscious beings, or to distribute

that happiness ” among them according to their

deserts. If we assume that, we cannot make the
facts fit with our theistic hypothesis. We could
not then regard “ the world order as a moral order.”
“ If mind is really the master of things, then that

mind cannot have framed the order, of the world,'

with a view to happiness alone.” ^ But that is not
to say that though God framed it mainly with a
view to the production of moral values, He did
not also frame if with a view to the preponderating
and ^prevailing conjunction of righteousness and
felicity. The felicity may be mainly inward and
spiritual

;
yet on earth, at §ny rate, we do not wish

it to be exclusively so, and we do not believe that
'

'Of. cit. p. 344-
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a complete divorce of outward felicity from right-

eousness wovdd be within the will and intention of

God. That is why social justice, which includes

even outward felicity, is so great a feature ofJudaism.

That is why we regard social justice, with all which

the words may imply, as| so marked a constituent

of the Kingdom of God upon earth. And the

nature of this kingdom, the injunction to work

for it, the yearning for its fulfilment, have partly

grown out of the conception of God’s justice,

and of the union, in the issues of that justice,

of righteousness with happiness and even with

prosperity.

What is the method and what is the proof of

divine justice in operation ? The simple . rule

obtained great credence and popularity among Old
Testament teachers, and among the people generally,

that God renders unto every man according to his

works. But the rule caused many difficulties, and
it was productive of many defects. The difficulties

were chiefly felt as regards the prosperity of the

wicked and the misfortunes of the good. If God
renders to every man according to his works, why
do the bad flourish and the righteous suffer ? This
problem with the tentative solutions offered will come
before us again. The defects might be called the
obverse of the difficulties. If the rule is really true,

then a prosperous man can argue that he is a virtuous
man; whereas he who is plagued by misfortune and
calamity may sink into despair. Or he may be
heavily misjudged by his neighbours, even as Job’s
friends misjudged Job. Self-righteousness, cruelty^"
contempt, pride, or de^air may all be the direct
ethical consequences of the doctrine that a man’s
outward circumstances are the God-willed result of
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his chamcter and his d^ds. It was at any rate

important that a supplementary or qualifying doc-
trine should be established, in virtu^e of which a
man should recognise and feel that he never wholly
deserved the merdes of God. In this way even if

calamity was still supposAi to betoken sin, prosperity

was not the prOof of righteousness—at all events,

not in the sense that he who eaf^erienced the

prosperity thought and believed that he was only
receiving the exact requital of his goodness. Such
avoidance of self-righteousness and pride was, on the

whole perhaps, successfully attained in Old Testa-
ment times. The danger was, however, there. Not
all could or did feel with Jacob :

“ I am not worthy
of all the mercies which Thou hast showed unto Thy
servant.” Of this weakness several of the Psalms
bear witness, even though some of these should be
interpreted rather nationally and collectively than
personally and individually.

If God “ renders unto every man according to

his work” ^salm Ixii. 12, Prov. xxiv. 12), He can
only do so in absolute strictness by the method of
tit for tat. So tit for tat, or measure for measure,
became another religious snare. We now perceive
that, if there is to be retributive justice in the
narrower sense at all, it must be paid as the result of
character and not of deed. Character is expressed
in deed, and deeds are the issue of character, but
yet character is more than deed. Though it

changes, it is a whole; it is the self. Yet it is too
subtle a thing to be weighed in ordinary scales.

Who would like to estimate the measure ofprosperity
or of misfortune which that complex and delicate
whole, a human character, deserves Could even
God Himself, in this truer sense, really render to
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every man according to his work? Could He
render to every man according to his character?

Moreover, not only is character very subtle, but it

changes. It was easier, therefore, to cling to the

clumsy and outward method of deeds. Let a man’s

actions decide his lot. BiA suppose some of a man’s

actions are “ good,” and some are “ bad ” ? Is his

prosperity du6 to a balance of the good over the bad,

his calamities to a balance of the bad over the good ?

’

Endless are the pitfalls into which the strict and
visible application of the rule would lead. And from

tftese pitfalls Jewish doctrine found it difficult to

keep free. It often tended to consider a man’s deeds

rather than his character, or to suppose that for the

assessment of his character God resorted to the

clumsy expedient of a balance between his deeds.

It often seemed to think that tit for tat or measure for

measure, applied to outward and visible “ works,”

was indeed the best rule for the justice of both God
and man*, that goodness could be measured by a

scale, and wickedness assessed in the balance, be-

cause they were to be fully summed up, expressed

and counted by a long series of deeds. And if

character changes, and good deeds may succeed to

bad ones and bad ones to good, then tit for tat is in

further difficulties, and the only expedient may seem
to be that God’s justice and apportionment of
prosperity and calamity should be postponed till the

very moment of death I A happy end becomes
the proof of righteousness

;
a fearful, a painful, a

sudden, or a calamitous death becomes the proof

of sin. There is no end to the difficulties of tit for

tat, and no bottom ta its moral and religious

inadequacies. In another chapter we shall see how
the hero of the Gospels attempted to attack the
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doctrine, and to escape the pitfalls of tit for tat

and measure for measure.

Nevertheless, in spite of the difficulties and

inadequacies of the doctrine, it represents a religious

achievement. That God renders unto every man
according to his work srfll enshrines a tenth. The
recompense may not be outward happiness for virtue

or outward calamity for sin. But* it will be a

recompense of some sort, and it will be according

to the work. The development of the doctrine in

the Rabbinical literature will be noticed later on.

Meanwhile, the mere acknowledgement or conviction

that each man must obtain the recompense of his

own work and not of another’s was itself an advance.

In the older era the solidarity of nation and family

and tribe still prevented the right emergence of the

individual. “ These sheep, what have they done
”

complains David, but he thinks it legitimate that his

sin should affect in punishment not only himself, but

also his “ house.” The second commandment ex-

presses the old point of view. God visits the sins

of the fathers upon the children unto the third

and fourth generation. It was the recoil from
this improper solidarity which produced the stiff

individualism of Ezekiel. “ The soul that sins

shall die.” “ The son shall not share in the iniquity

of the father, and the father shall not share in the

iniquity of the son.” In spite of the fresh difficulties

which it produced, that was a noble achievement.
How far the Rabbis attempted to reconcile the

Commandment doctrine with that of the Prophet we
shall shortly see. In the Old Testament itself the

tit for tat teaching, whether in its older or in its later

form, according to the conception of aolidarity or of
individualism, is tempered and modified by the
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doc^ne of forgiveness. God, in the greatness of

His compassion and loving-kindness, forgives the

repentant sinner and cancels the punishment of his

sin. As to the meaning of forgiveness, something

more must be said later. Here, where we are

concerned with the variou^ aspects of God’s relation

with man, it is enough to point out that even more
predominant ‘‘than God as judge, and as the

vindicator of the moral order, is God in His

capacity as the gracious forgiver of iniquity, as the

pardoner of sin. To the higher thought of the

Old Testament teachers there is no condition

precedent for God’s forgiveness except repentance.

And even repentance itself may be waived. God
may, as we have seen, for His own purposes, create

the new heart. He may pardon first, and cause

the moral regeneration after. But this is not the

usual conception. If, however, God were to judge
human wickedness according to its true deserts, who
could “ stand,” who could live ? Forgiveness may
lead to gratitude and piety, and thus, though un-
deserved, become morally profitable. “ There is

forgiveness with Thee that Thou mayest be feared.”

The words are not wholly clear, but they apparently
contain this profoundly ethical idea. “ Return unto
the Lord, for He will abundantly pardon ” becomes'
a fundamental teaching of Judaism, and this very
” return ” may be helped by the God who longs to
pardon. “ Turn Thou us, O Lord, unto Thee, and
we shall be turned.” ” Who is a God like unto
Thee that pardons iniquity, and passes by the
transgression of the remnant of His heritage ? He
retains not His anger for «ver, because He delights
in mercy. He will again have compassion upon us;
He will subdue our iniquities; He will cast our
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sins into the depths of the sea.” Every word of this

beautiful passage, with its odd mixture of ol4 ideas

and new, and its quaint metaphors and anthropo-

morphisms, sank deep into the Jewi(»h consciousness,

and became bone of its bone. ” Thou, O Lord, art

good and ready to for^ve
;
plenteous in loving-

kindness to all them that call upon Thee.” “ To
the Lord our God belong mercies and forgiveness,

because we have rebelled against Him.” Equal to

the stubborn sinfulness of man’s heart, and prepared

for it, are the vast pity and loving-kindness of God.
These, then, are the two chief relations of God to

man ; He punishes and rewards ; He pardons and
forgives. He does all this, first, because He is

supremely just, and His wrath is kindled against

wickedness
;

secondly, because He is supremely

loving and compassionate, and in His pity and love

He is keen to help, to deliver, and to redeem. God’s
goodness is delineated in many other ways, which
are well known, and need not long detain us. He
is the helper and the keeper : He is the healer and
the comforter. ” As one whom his mother comforts,

so will I comfort you.” What more tender image
can be found ? He is the stronghold and the rock,

tire fortress and the shield
;
under the shadow of

His wings men take refuge. These images and
others will come before us again whenwe consider the

relation of man to God, and what man finds in God.
But it is important to notice that already in the Old
Testament the dynamic relation of God to man
involves not merely material help, but also moral
help. God helps man to do the right; He helps

him to learn the divine will; He helps him to fulfil

it. Make me to know Thy ways, 0 God ; teach

me Thy paths.” “ Teach me to (|o Thy will.”
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The Psalmist only prays thus because he believes

that God can and does act thus. “ Create in me a

clean heart, O God; renew a firm spirit within me.”
We may, I think, hold that the Psalmists imply,

even though they do not^ distinctly state, that God
helps man to conquer his*sin. He teaches sinners

the right way^^ because He is good.

Does it greatly matter whether, in the Old Testa-

ment, these various relationships of God to man are

or are not summed up in one particular metaphor ?

Does it, I mean, greatly matter, whether or no,

God is spoken of not merely as Creator, King, Judge,
Comforter, Pardoner, Healer, Saviour, Stronghold,

Refuge, Shepherd, and all the rest of the epithets,

but also as Father ?

I am not sure that it does, so long as you have
the ideas which the word and metaphor of Father
suggest and imply. And these, I think, you have.

The idea of the divine fatherhood is, indeed, by no
means wholly absent. “ As a father has pity upon
his children, so Yahweh has pity on those who fear

Him.” “Now, O Lord, Thou art our father; we
are the clay, and Thou art our potter; we are all the
work of Thy hand.” “ I am a father to Israel.”
“ Israel is my son, even my firstborn.” “ God is

a father of the fatherless.” “ Is not God thy father
that formed thee Has He not made and estab-
lished thee ? ” Nevertheless, it is not usual in the
Old Testament to address God as “ father,” and
still less is He usually regarded as the father of all

men, and the father of each. He is rather the
father of Israel than of the Israelite, and rather the
father of the Israelite than of the Gentile. The
metaphor of regarding God and invoking God as
“our Father”*—^the father of all men equally, the
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father of each man individually—^is undoubtedly of

great value, and it would be foolish not to recognise

the advance made by those who made the usage com-
mon. Only it would be no less foolish to exaggerate,

and to suppose that because the best Old Testament

teachers did not make use of the word, they did not

know and express the main ideas ^hich the word
indicates and implies. More important, perhaps,

is it to notice that most of the passion and the

fervour, as well as much of the nobility and the

truth, which we find and feel in the best Old Testa-

ment teaching about the relation of God to man was
won through His supposed special relation to Israel.

If He loves the individual Israelite, He loves him
first as a member of the house of Israel, and only

in the second place as a human being. And so,

too, the Israelite loves God in the first place as the

God of Israel, and only in the second place as the

God of the spirits of all flesh. The development is

from Israel to man, but we have often to do the

universalisation ourselves, and in our thoughts to

replace Israel by mankind. In the Wisdom litera-

ture there was reflection about man generally, and
religious and moral truths were there achieved on
these broader and less national lines. But specially

where fervour and passion come in, it was through
Israel that thought moved on, first to the Israelite,

and then to man. We can notice in the Psalms
how purely general and human and even universal

the language, about God’s relation to man often is.

But the conception of Israel is never really far off,

and the idea of God’s relation to man is mediated
by, and generalised from^ His relation to Israel and
the Israelite. And the divine lovie for Israel re-

mains. Towards Israel His love’^ds keenest and
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hottest; most passionate and tender. And it is this

divine love for Israel which we to-day have to mako
use of by our modern methods and for our modern

'needs.

SectioiC IV

The Relatipn of God to Israel according
TO THE Old Testament

In this section we touch what is in one sense

the sore point, the Achilles heel, of Old Testament
religion, and yet in another sense is of its essence

and centre. Or shall we rather and more clearly

say that what was the weakness of nascent Judaism
has become the strength of Judaism in its maturity ?

A special relation of God to Israel, involving a
special relation of Israel unto God, is still a keynote
of Judaism to-day. Judaism can hardly get on
without it. It can hardly be Judaism without it.

But the trouble was how to change a particularistic

relation with a taint of partiality into a relation

which might, on the one hand, be regarded as

particularistic, but which, on the other hand, was
wholly devoid of the taint. A natural relation had
to be changed into a spiritual relation, a relation of
privilege into a relation of service.

It was extremely difficult. The process was
lengthy. The change has, perhaps, only been fully
effected in our own day. And, perhaps, the next
stage for us will be to preserve and consolidate the
‘gain, and then to repair and make good certain losses
which have been incurred upon the road.

It is a curious fact (and not without its lesson)
that'the,monotheistic development in the religion of
Israel tended to make the relation of. Gk)d to Israel
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more partial and less moral. A “ natural ” relation-

ship was Gilding awa)r. A perfect spiritual relation-

ship was not yet achieved. Monotheism upset the

balance. To set things right and produce a rela-*"

tionship as close, but far more spiritual, was the

work of time—of a longtime.

If one had asked an ordinary, average Israelite

of the days of Deborah or even Samuel how he
would explain the connection of Yahweh with Israel,

he would, I think, could he have understood the

question, have been puzzled for a reply. There
was Israel; there was Yahweh. So it had always
been, and so it would always be. Yahweh was
Israel’s God, and Israel was Yahweh’s people. To
Moabits Chemosh; to Chemosh its Moab : to Israel

its Yahweh; to Yahweh its Israel. What could be
simpler and more obvious ? What stood less in

need of explanation ? Chemosh fought Moab’s
battles; Yahweh fought Israel’s. Chemosh would
do his best for Moab; Yahweh would do His best

for Israel. Yahweh was, indeed, a God who made
conditions. He wanted exclusive worship, and He
wanted justice. He was a just God, if also jealous.

But Israel’s honour was His, and Israel’s enemies
were Yahweh’s. He might punish upon occasion;

He had sometimes unaccountable moods; but He
would not push things to extremes. If Israel needed
His help. He needed Israel’s worship: its sacrifices

and offerings. And Israel’s victories added to His
reputation. This, what I have called natural, rela-

tionship was not immoral. It was rather non-moral.

It was no more wrongly partial than a father’s

special care for his own ‘child is wrongly partial.

The trouble only began when Yahyeh dethroned

Chemosh, and in one sense took hi? place. Who
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was to look after the Moabites when there was no

Chemosh ? Yet the process towards the new re^

lationship would, perhaps, never have started had it

not been that after all the connections between

Yahweh and Israel (though the average Israelite

tended to forget it) had never, from the very be-

ginning, been ^uite the same as the relation between

Chemosh and Moab. Yahweh had chosen Israel,

or at any rate Israel had chosen Yahweh. We
cannot pierce with any certainty through the thick

mists which hang over the early history of Israel.

But it is very generally now believed either that

Yahweh only became Israel’s God in the Mosaic
age, and then by an act of deliberate choice, or that,

even if Yahweh was known in Israel before Moses,
He was, as it were, chosen and accepted afresh after

the escape from Egypt. And this historic choosing

of their God, this consecration of Yahweh to them-
selves, and of themselves to Yahweh, may have been
the germ of all the rich development which followed.

Rich, indeed, that development was. We need not
trace it here. Yahweh did not cease to be the God
of Israel, but He became the one and only God, the
creator of the world and of man. And He became
all this because He was not only greater than the
other gods, who sank into insignificance, and then
into unreality, before Him, but also more just, more
righteous. Nevertheless, His ties with Israel are
not sundered. Not even the noblest of His' prophets
(except, perhaps, Amos) contemplates a time when
Yahweh will be and when man will be, but when
there will be no Israel, or when Yahweh will never-
more be Israel s God, atfd when Israel will never
again be Yahweh’s people. Thus a singular situa-
tion presented itself. One God: the Lord of the
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spirits of all flesh: the creator of heaven and earth;

and yet one particular group of men is His special

people, and He is their God. Who, then, js to be
the God of all the other peoples ? Can Yahweh be -

their God too ? Can they be Hit peoples ? Soni,

though not first-born ? • Yahweh had become too

big for the old arrangement, but it was very difficult

to make any other. What prejudicesfwhat passions,

what loves and what hatreds, what devotion, on the

one hand, what narrowness, on the other, stood in

the way 1 And there was a double and even a

triple process of development, and the third process

sometimes hindered the movement of the other two.

There was first the process by which Yahweh became
One. Then there was the parallel process by which
He became perfectly good and just and pitiful and
omniscient and wise. And then there was the pro-

cess by which His relationship to Israel became more
intimate and more spiritual. As God became per-

fectly One and perfectly good. He did not (so it

was thought) care for Israel less, but He cared with

a deeper and profounder love, a love more tender

and more passionate. As Israel clung more de-

votedly and more purely to Yahweh, so was Yahweh
conceived to cling the more earnestly and entirely

to Israel. How difficult, then, it was for this rela-

tionship of the One God to Israel to be conceived

on lines which were free from partiality. How
difficult it was for Israelites to imagine other nations

with an equal share of the affections and solicitude

of Yahweh : to think of Him as their God no less

than Israel’s God. And yet it added to Israel’s

prestige as well as Yahweh’s that other people should

acknowledge His power and His Godhead. Here
was ’a certain way ouf^ and it would not be the only
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questionable vrays.

A first big step in the process in which we are

interested was the prophetic teaching that Israel had

been freely chOsen by Yahweh, though not through

its own merits. “ When ^Israel was a child, then

I loved him, and called him out of Egypt to be

My son.” Israel and Yahweh were married in

the wilderness. Israel was the wife: Yahweh the

husband. Freely did the husband choose his spouse.

In the “ prophetic ” introduction to Deuteronomy
Yahweh insists that He did not choose Israel to be

a peculiar people unto Himself above all other

peoples because they were many in number ; He
did not give them the land of Canaan for their

righteousness, for they are stiff-necked and rebellious

;

He chose them, and gave them the land, just because

He loved them, and in order to fulfil the oath which
He had sworn unto their fathers, to Abrahaifi, to

Isaac, and to Jacob. It is true that the other nations

(note the new desire for ethical justification) were
more wicked than they, and for the peculiar wicked-
ness of these nations Yahweh evicted them and
drove them out from before Israel.

But is not partiality all the worse if it is free and
freely avowed ? If Israel did not even deserve
Yahweh’s partiality, was it not all the more immoral
of Yahweh to give it ? No. For ethical require-

'

mcnts were to be appended to Yahweh's favour as
a condition of its continuance. If Yahweh could-
freely choose Israel, He could punish them for their
sins. He could overthrow their national existence.
And He did. To bask in.the sunshine of Yahweh’s
favour, Israel must walk in His ways and obey His
commands. His commands were not merely
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elusive Worship of Himself but the practice of

justice and of compassion. The day of Yahwch
was for the pre-exilic prophets no longer the day of

Israel’s triumph, but the day of its doom. And we
have already had occasion to quote the poignant

saying of Amos: “ Yo< only have I known of all

the inhabitants of the earth; therefore will I visit

upon you your iniquities.” •

The justice of Yahweh was, then, the second step

towards freeing His relationship to Israel from the

taint of partiality. Somehow or other whatever

Yahweh did, or did not do, must be in accord with

His justice, or if not with His justice, then with

what is even greater <'han His justice—His pity and
His love. And if His love for Israel tended to

make Him partial, yet His single responsibility and
His creative care drove Him, in the last resort, to

take up some logical position towards the nations, a

relation suited, in the first place, to His omnipotence,

and in the second to the moral elements of His
being. An inconsistent God became at last (even if

the process has occupied centuries) an impossibility.

Men could not away with Him.
Meanwhile the nations moved slowly within the

orbit of Yahweh’s influence. They have to come
within that orbit less (as might have been thought)

because Yahweh grows to be the One and Only God,
than because of their relations with Israel. The
first great change, the first great stage in the move-
ment, is brought about by the Prophets and by
Assyria. Instead of being overcome in their reli-

gious faith by the new world power, they absorb
it and bend it to their own needs. Instead of
Yahweh being conquered by Assyria, because

Assyria threatened to conquer Israel, Assyriabecomes



8p TME OLD ITESTAMENT AND AFTER «.

the instrtimcnt of Yahwch for Yahwch’s^ own
purposes. Israel has sinned and must be punished,

and Yahweh's agent is Assyria. Assyria is the rod

of Yahweh’s anger, but the rod must not be allowed

to smite further than its wielder may decree. The
Kingdom of Samaria is to foil, but Jerusalem will be

delivered. As with Assyria, so with Babylonia. It

is Yahweh’s agent, and its triumphs are His will.

It is He, maker of “ the earth, with the man and the

beast upon it,” giver of it unto whom it seems to

Him good, that has now granted Babylonia its

empire. Nebuchadnezzar is Yahweh’s servant.

Such is the daring conception of Jeremiah.

When, however, the blow has fallen, and
Jerusalem libs in ashes, and her people are in exile,

the attitude of the prophets changes. Cyrus, it is

true, assumes the role of Nebuchadnezzar, though
in a contrary sense. He, too, is Yahweh’s servant,

as the restorer instead of the destroyer. But, on
the whole, there is a certain falling back. Israel’s

enemies, and Babylon chief among them, become
the enemies of God. As it was of old, and as it had
always been to the populace, so was it now even to
the prophets. And yet, not quite. The attitude
of denunciation, of enmity, and even of hatred (for

it reached that pitch), had to be justified. The
justification was either that the nations had been
cruel and proud, or that they were idolaters. That
they did not recognise Yahweh’s sole divinity, that
they worshipped the work of men’s hands, tl^at they
oppressed Yahweh’s people, that they exalted them-
selves in independent pride, were now offences; they
were offences against Yahweh’s majesty, and made
those guilty of them the otject of His wrath. But
what was to be the final issue ? Were the nations
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to be utterly destroyed so that •not only should Israel

be triumphant, but alone ? Some of. the fiercer

prophets and teachers seem, indeed, to have thought

so, but it was not the prevailing conception, and the

lot and function of the nations in the latter days and
in the Messianic Age coAtituted another element in

the process of universalisation, and in the gradual

moralisation of Yahweh’s relation to* Israel and to

the peoples of the world. The place of the surviving

nations, or of the surviving portions of the nations,

in the Messianic Age was differently imagined by
different teachers and thinkers. There was a lower

conception and a higher. According to the former,

the nations seem to have little more to do than to

heighten the twin triumph of Yahweh and of Israel.

Their good is not reckoned with or thought of.

They are only looked upon from the point of view

of Israel and of Yahweh. Some, for instance, the

Israelites may possess for “ servants and hand-
maids “they shall take them captive, whose
captives they were.” Aliens shall build up the walls

of Jerusalem, and the wealth of the nations shall

be poured into Israel. Strangers shall feed Israel’s

flocks; aliens shall be Israel’s ploughmen and vine-

dressers. All shall recognise that it is Yahweh who
had punished, and Yahweh who had redeemed : the

sole divinity of Yahweh shall be universally acknow-
ledged, and the Israelites shall be called Yahweh’s
priests and ministers. All this would doubtless

greatly add to Israel’s glory and to Yahweh’s, but
it can hardly be said to benefit the nations. Nor
does it come about for their benefit. They are the

conquered, who have only.to admit the greatness of

the conquerors. And the conquerors are Israel and
Yahweh,
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But the process did not stop there. It w^s, as

it Were, driven forward from three sides, or in three

ways. It might, indeed, be that it was for Yahweh’s

reputation and glory, and not for' their own benefit,

that the nations are, at last, to believe in Him and to

recognise His sole divinity |
yet to acknowledge and

to praise Yahweh is man’s good. So when the

Psalmist sing^*: “ Let the peoples praise Thee, O
Gpd; let all the peoples praise Thee,” he unites the

two points of view. God’s glory is man’s salvation,

man’s health and well-being. So he continues:
” Let the nations be glad and sing for joy, for Thou
judgest the peoples righteously, and guidest the

nations upon the earth.”

For, secondly, it was in virtue of His great

righteousness as well as of His great power that

Yahweh had grown to be the only God. It was His
goodness as well as His might which had brought
about the full-blown monotheism of the later

prophets and psalmists. When the thoughts of
prophets, psalmists, and sages could be diverted frona

the wrongs and sorrows of Israel, when they coukl
reflect upon Yahweh as the God of mankind, and
not merely as the God of Israel, when fhey.-eeiild

think of foreigners just as human beings ahd not
simply either as wicked idolaters or as Israel’s

oppressors and concjuerors, it was almost inevitable

that they should desire their “ conversion ” for more
human and more religious reasons, and not solely for

the glory of Israel or of Yahweh. Then, thirdly,

the Israelites, or perhaps it would be as well to say
the Judaeans or the Jews, were not surrounded with
a high fence. Other pepple came into their land,
and not merely as conquerors: they came to stay,

pr they came as travellers for a season. And durinsr
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and ^cr the exile Isrhel was slowly changing from
a people to a church. The notable thing about th^m
was their religion; it was slowly becoming, |)erhaps

even one might say, it was rapidly becoming, the

only notable and valuable thing about them, as,

indeed, it has remained tlie only notable and valuable

thing about them to this day. To the resident

alien, who sought “ naturalisation ” ftr a permanent
dwelling-place in Israel, the Law was splendidly

generous. With a grand overthrow of tit for tat,

which has been too little regarded by “ alien
”

critics, it urged that the Israelites were in no wise to

treat the resident aliens among themselves as they

had been treated by the Egyptians. “ Ye know the

heart of the resident alien, for ye were resident

aliens in the land of Egypt.” Not merely the

Israelite neighbour^ but the resident alien too (in

other words, the only foreigner or stranger who
claimed or needed his protection and care) is the

Israelite to love as himself. “The resident alien

that dwelleth with you shall be unto you as one born
among you, and thou shalt love him as thyself

;

for ye were resident aliens in the land of Egypt

:

I am. Yahweh, your God.” This is the greatest

commandment of the Law. Great as is Leviticus

xix. 18, verse 34 beats it hollow. . Not all the

disparagements of grudging critics can remove an
inch from its moral stature. Now the resident

alien soon began to turn into the religious convert.

The resident alien becomes the proselyte. Let it

be granted that Ger in the Old Testament means
resident alien only. But soon it comes to mean the

proselyte. And even within Old Testament limits,

proselytes were beginning. Strangers and foreigners

were joining the people of Yahweh, because they
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felt the attraction of Israel^ God. They, too,

sought to love His name, ahd to pay Him reverence.

And bccaus? of them, or inspired by the thought of

them, the Prophet is able to picture Yahweh’s house

as in the future justly called an “ house of prayer for

all peoples.”

What part was Israel itself to play in this world

drama Had* its election by Yahweh any con-

nection with the drama and with its issue ? The
author of Solomon’s prayer at the dedication of the

Temple conceives of foreigners coming to Yahweh’s
house because they will hear of His great name and
power, and praying unto Yahweh

;
apd he begs of

Yahweh to hear in heaven His dwelling-place, and
“ to do according to all that the foreigner prayeth

to Thee for.” And why ? “ So that all the peoples

of the earth may know Thy name to fear Thee as do
Thy people Israel.” So too Hezeldah prays for

the deliverance of Jerusalem, “ that all foe kingdoms
of the earth may know that Thou art the Lord jlSadj

even Thou only.” Was this universal recoghltio^
and worship of Yahweh the reason why Is^^fom
been chosen by God } Was this the very pci^pbse ©f
its election And if so, how was it to bear itself, or
what was it specifically to do, in order that it might
help towards the realisation of this purpose Or
had' it to do nothing, and leave the issue wholly to
God ?

i

It is perhaps curious that the connectiqp be-
twpen' Israel’s election and the uniyersaJ recognition

Yahweh’s divinity and suprema<|y was not more
and constantly recognised; thiit it did aot

blscbme a generally accepted doctrine,
' Jet «We may

say that it
^

only flashes out fully from ono great
teacher’s mind, and that the flame sinks again and
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is lon§; dormant. It mie|it be thought that the idea

of this connection, and even more, was. already

present to the pre-prophetic author of the life of

Abraham. But the translation of the Authorised

Version is not accumt|. It reflects later Jewish
interpretation and the rendering of the Septuagint.

Not “ in thee shall all the families of the eartii be
blessed,” but ” with thee ” (or “ by means of thee ”)

” shall all families of the earth bless themselves ” is

the correct translation. The meaning is that every-

body shall wish for themselves the happiness and
the blessing which have been, or shall be, granted

to Abraham and to his seed. One can wish for

nothing better than that. Let us move forward to

a later writer. “ Now therefore,” it is said in a

notable passage in Exodus, ” if ye will obey My voice

and keep My covenant, then ye shall be a peculiar

treasure unto Me above all peoples, for all the earth

is Mine; and ye shall be unto Me a kingdom of

?
riests and a holy nation.” But with what object .?

'hat Is not stilted, and probably the author would
have answen^ :

“ for the welfare of Israel and the

glory of^Yahweh.” One might have thought that

priests serve for the benefit of laymen, and that

Israel’s priesthood must, therefore, be for the benefit

of humanity. But this was not the meaning of the

writer. The priestly service of Israel was fof its

own sake and for Yahweh’s. So, too, when, in

Deuteronomy, wft are repeatedly told that Israel is

to be “ a holy people unto Yahweh; that God has
chosen Israel be a peculiar people unto
above all pefl|jles that are upon the race of the
we are left completely in*the dark as to the p*irp»»rt

and otfiect of tms dmne choice. We can only stjir-

mise that to the writer the object seemed obvious;
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It never occurred . to him to ^question or to define it.

Yahwetf loved Israel, and so chose Isi::ael; in one

sense Israel’s well-being or glory was the object of

God’s election ;
in another sense, it was made just

because Yahweh so willed jt and for His own satis-

faction. In neither case was there any idea that

the election w^.s intended to benefit any third ^arty.

The “ nations ” were outside the purview of the

author when he conceived the thought and wrote

down the words. »

But it is of immense importance that the

connection between the call of. Israel and the
“ conversion ” of the nations was made by an Old
Testament writer, and by a prophet, whose word,
incorporated in the “ book of Isaiah,” was destined

to have so great an influence upon the development
ofJudaism. And it is curious that th# earliest of the
literary ” prophets should, in some respects, have

been the most universal. Just as An^os can grasp
the idea that Israel may have to perish so that divine
justice may survive, just as he lays down the doctrine
that Israel’s election is the very cause pf its punish-
'ment and its justification, so does he Boldly bring
the nations within the purview of Yahweh’s will'

and Yahweh’s care. Yahweh punishoes Moab for ah
oflFence unconnected with Israel, but what is much
more striking still is that any protest of the Israelites

against the coming doom on the score of Y^hweh’s
pre'inous close relations with them ia rebuked
the remarkable words, ” Are ye mjtij^afe chlldreh
of the Ethiopians unto me, saMi Yahweh As I

,

brought up Israel out of the land of Egypt, so did
I not bring up the Philistines from Caphtor and the
Syrians from Kir ?

” ^ In some respects this is one
The first part of the verse may, however, only mean t

** Yahweh {says,
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of the most amazing and extraordinary sefttencei in

the whole Old T^tament. It is onl)^ equalled,

though not' surpassed, by. Isaiah xix. 23', Yet the

connection between Israel's electioh and.me universal

knowledge of Yahweh was not made by Amos.
That prophet did not apparently dream ofa Messianic

^e. To vindicate” tne justice and impartiality of

God he would rather cut the speciaPbond between

Israel and Yahweh altogether. It is a disputed

point whether Isaiah ii. 2-4 belongs to Isaiah or

not. It may, perchance, be even later than Isaiah

xl.-liv. Here, in any case, the connection of which
we are in' search is almost fully made. For here the

nations come to Jerusalem in order to learn the

ways and the paths of God. They desire teaching,

and find it in ^iion ;
they want enlightenment, and

obtain it in Jerusalem. Was not this, therefore,

the purpose of Israel’s history ? “ Yahweh will teach

us of His ways.” But how ? Hardly, directly.

Rather by the mediation of Israel. Only throu^
Israel’s voluntary agency could the words be fulfilled:

” Out of Zion ^all go forth the teaching, and the

word of Yahweh from Jerusalem.” Somewhat'
similar to this prediction, and not moving beyond
it, is the prediction of Zechariah :

“ There shall

come peoples and the inhabitants of great cities
;

and the inhabitants of one city shall go to another,

saying, Let qg go speedily to intreat the favour of

Tahweh' and to seek YaWeh of hosts : I will go
also* Y^ many peoples and strong nations shall

come to seek TaWeh of hosts in Jerusalem, and to

intreat .the fevour of Yahweh. In those days ten

Arc ye not in your behayionr to me like Cuskites ? In other words. Your
apostasy has become second nature. You can as little change your ways aa^the
Ethiopian his skin ** (Peake’s BM Commentary),
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laen shaU take hold, out of all the languages of the

nations, shall even take hold of the skirt of him that

is a Jew, saying. We will go with you, for we have

heard* that God is with you.”

Two passages in Jerenuah (iii. 17 and xvi. 19)
ofdoubtful authenticity echo much the same thought.

The nations “come” unto God from the ends of
the earth, ackhowledging and confessing that their

fathers had worshipped “ lies, vanity, and things

wherein there is no profit.” They will no longer
“ walk after the stubbornness of their evil heart.”

But what place Israel had, or shalj have, in this

transformation is not stated. The only Old Testa-
aicnt writer who, as it were, definitely puts two and
two together, who distinctly makes the connection
‘we have sought for, and draws the moral, is the
author of Isaiah xl.-lv., or if the one be not identical

with the other, the author of the “ Servant Songs.”
The children of Israel were called to be the witnesses
of Yahweh, the one and only Gk)d. “Ye are My
witnesses and My servant whom I have chosen; ye
are My witnesses that I am God.” The nations are
appealed to :

“ Look unto Me, and be ye saved, all

the ends of the earth; for I am God, and there is

none else.” But the nations are. to look to God
through Israel. It is the witnessing of,l^el which
is to make them turn towards the ligla:.‘ Partly the
influence of Israel is to be passive. The salvation
which God will work for them

; their putw^td and
inward peace

; the fulfilment of the prophecies
; all

these things influence the Gentiles. Israel will call,
and the peoples will answer. “ Behold, thou shalt
call a nation that thou knowest not, and peoples
^at knew not thee shall run unto thee, because of
Yahweh thy God, and for the Holy One of Israel,
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for He has glorified thee.” The servant is, to bo
filled with the divine spirit ; he is to bring forth

judgement (or possibly “ the true religion “ to the

nations.” He is to be ” a light to the nations, to

open the blind eyes, to b|ing out fhe prisoners from
the prison.” And for this tend he was called. God
has appointed Israel His servant as a light to 'the

nations that the divine salvation raxf extend to the

ends of the earth. Thus is the great word spoken
;

thus is the full connection made. Israel was called

for the world’s sake, and in the illumination of that

purpose all partiality and lower favouritism fade

away. The exact interpretation of Isaiah lii. 13-15
to liii. 12 is still uncertain

;
yet a large number of

modern critics accept the view which many mediaeval

Jewish commentators upheld, that the suffering

servant is the people of Israel who voluntarily under-

went suffering, ignominy, and death for the sake of
the world’s peace, the world’s enlightenment. The
election of Israel was an election of service, not of
privilege

; it was an election for the sake of others,

as much as, or even more than, for the sake of

themselves. And if it was an election for ultimate

glory, for ultimate peace and salvation, outward as

well as inward, the road to this glory was paved
with stonesand thorns. Sorrow and pain and suffer-

ing and degradation, these were to be the emblems
of God’s election, which Israel was to endure and
to accept, without quailing, without repining, faith-

fully, obediendy, in humility, in love. Recognising
and realisitig the end of his election— the world’s

salvation—-Israel was freely and willingly to accept
the me&us. Hpw painfully true has the prediction

been, at least as regards the pathway and the means 1

The election of Israel has been sealed in blood. In
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blood and tears, but yet in utter faithfulness, has the

witnessing been performed.

, How far the writer imagined that Israel was to

attempt any sort of direct missionary activity it is

very difficult to say. Some passages seem to imply
it

;
others to tell against it. But in either case the

missionary idea, whether actively or passively carried

out, is clear hnd decisive. And we
, moderns who

find in this conception of a mission an essential

feature of our Judaism can and do return for con-
stant encouragement and sustainment to the words
of the great Old Testament teacher. We may apply
his doctrine according to our modem needs ; we
may develop it

;
but the root of the matter goes back

to him. Doctrine and conception are his. And his

disciples are we.

It has already been noted that Isaiah xl.-lv.

represents, as regards the relation of God to Israel,

the high-water mark of Old Testament achievement.
But though the standard of this great writer was
not maintained, his influence continued. The uni-
versalism of many Psalms is due to him. “ All the
ends of the world shall remember and turn unto
Yahweh

; all the kindreds of the nations shall wor-
ship before him.” This and many similar passages
were partly prompted by his words. And that
mysterious 87th Psalm, which speaks of Zion as
the spiritual mother of the nations, could hardly
have been written had his prophecy not been written
first. We may also imagine that the protests against
a policy of narrowness and reaction, of which in
soipe Old Testament writings we seem to hear the
echoes, were due to him. Was Jonah written to
urge Israel not to be faithless to its great mission ?
Ihe Yahweh of Jon^h is the God of the whole*
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earth. He is the God of pity and of loving-kind-

ness not only towards Israel, and it irritates Jonah
that he knows that such is the divine "fcharactei;.

Nineveh was the capital of Israel’s old enemies, yet

should God not “ spare|Nineveh, that great city,

wherein are more than six score thousand persons

that cannot discern between their right hand and
their left hand, and also much cattle ’ ? Truly, the

“ particularist ” Old Testament has great and notable

exceptions ! And upon these exceptions we still

feed with profit and delight to-day. And had not

that unknov/n writer (Isaiah xix. 18-25) read Isaiah

xl.-lv. when he wrote of the healing of Egypt, or

when he, or yet another, foretold the day when
Israel should be but “ the third with Egypt and
Assyria, even a blessing in the midst of the earth,”

and when Yahweh would bless them all, saying,
“ Blessed be Egypt My people, and Assyria the work
of My hands, and Israel Mine inheritance ” ? We
need not boggle at Israel being God’s inheritance, if

two such old enemies as Egypt and Assyria, and two
such leading representatives of the Gentile world,

are God’s people and the work of His hands 1

Section V

The Relation of Man to God according
TO THE Old Testament

More strictly this section should be entitled :

The relation of the Israelite to Yahweh.” But
we can gfeneralise where the Old Testament particu-

larises. If a valuable or beautiful relationship is set

forth about Israel and Yahweh, or about the Israelite
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ajjd Yahweh, we can at once turn Israel into human-

!tyi and yahweh into God.
Some' repetition is hardly avoidable. The rela-

tion of man to God depends upon the rdation of

God to man. As a givep teacher or poet or sage

conceives of the former, so does he, too, conceive of

the latter. If God is for him a creator, he feels

towards Hini as a creature would to his maker. If

God is pictured as the source of favour and of

prosperity, but also as the dispenser of punishment
and calamity, then man seeks to win His grace

and avert His wrath and solicit His forgiveness.

According to God’s character and His dealings

with man, so is He feared or reverenced or loved.

Nevertheless, while following these general lines,

the relationship of man to God works out in various

ways. The same God, the God whose character

is fundamentally the same for all, can yet be looked
at from different angles. Different minds conceive

their relationship to Him in different ways. He
makes a different impression upon different people.

Three men might all agree that God was just,

merciful, loving, dispenser of punishment and of
reward, and yet they could all approach God, or
think of Him, or even worship Him, with consider-
able variety. For different aspects of God can
make different appeal to this man and to that.

And though the doctrine, which is professed and
believed, may be in each instance the same, it is

not realised or made vital in the same manner.
Each person transfigures and transmutes it accord-
ing to his special conception. It goes in one, but
comes out various. .

How the higher minds in Israel felt towards
God, after the prophets had done thdir work, and
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perhaps, we should also add, after the lawgiv^
had done theirs, is reflected for us in the Psalteri

That is one of the reasons why the book of Bsalms

is of such enormous religious value. The writers

are not primarily concerned to teach or even to

edify. They are just exprfcsing their own emotions

;

giving vent and free play to their own feelings,

aspirations, joys, and sorrows. We ihust, indeed,

make some deductions from this statement : like

most statements of this kind it needs qualification.

There is, in spite of their many differences, a

certain family likeness in the Psalms
; the writers

keep within certain limits, and follow certain broad,

common lines. And some of the Psalms, it must
be allowed, are little more than conventional and
imitative, though these very Psalms are, for us,

extremely valuable, because they show what had
become the accepted, or even, if you please, the

popular view about God’s character, about His
relations to man and man’s relations to Him.
But when all deductions have been made, it remains
fairly true to say that in the Psalter we have the

unconstrained and free expression of the writers’

feelings and opinions at the moment of composition.

Most of them were written primarily, not to help

others, or to teach them (a few are consciously

didactic), but, as true poems are written, to relieve

and tp unburden the soul, to quiet the emotions
in expressing them.

The Prophets had taught what is God’s relation

to Israel. They had also told what should be
Israel’s relation to God. So, too, the lawgivers.

They set forth God’s laws ; the ways in which men
should walk, thft duties they are to observe towards
one another and towards God. The Psalmists tell
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us something of how (on the basis of all this teach-

ing) Israelites did actually feel towards God ; what

He was to them, what they found in Him, what

they got out of Him.
What they tell us is imeven in value. Yet the

essence of it has been pCTmanent. We live on it

still to-day. Judaism is not the Psalter, but much
of the Psaltef has gone to constitute Judaism, and

much of Judaism is in the Psalter. The highest

and deepest things in the Psalter should be written

in letters of gold. Of them it could hardly be

said :
“ The Psalter’s words—and after.” There

has been no “ after.” In the sense of development

or improvement there hardly needs to be an ” after.”

At least, an “ after,” so far as they are concerned,

seems hardly needed for Judaism. And many who
are not Jews would, I fancy, be inclined to say,

an “ after ” is hardly needed for mankind.
Yet the Psalter, even at its highest, draws

sustenance from common roots. The summit does
not hang in the air. It is not cut away from its

base. In one sense we may say that the Psalter

at its highest is yet organically connected With Old
Testament doctrine as a whole. It shares in certain

presuppositions. Some people might say, it shares

in certain limitations. The God of the Psalter at
its highest is still Yahweh, the God of Israel. And
He is still a “ personal,”

“
self-conscious ” divinity,

omnipresent, but yet not identical with, or merely
immanent in, the world which He has made. The
xelation of man to God as we find it in the Psalter
at its highest is, it is true, very different from that
relation, as we may re<;onstruct it, in the oldest
period of Israel’s history ; nevertheless it has been
developed out of that relation ; the links which
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connect it with its origin are not difficult to trace
;

it is, in one sense, the old relation, purified and
spiritualised, but not contradicted or volatilised

away. Yahweh has been purified indeed, but He,,

has not been evaporated.

The Israelite, who was Isaiah’s contemporary

and Hosea’s, thought of Yahweh as a very real

and powerful divinity, who was tHe source of

Israel’s weal and woe. And if the source of

Israel’s weal and woe, then the source, too, of every

Israelite’s. Upon Him and His goodness, or even

good humour, depended the rain for the crops.

His wrath was destructive ; His favour gave
prosperity. But neither favour nor wrath was
purely arbitrary, even though there was no account-

ing for everything which Yahweh did or caused.

Yahweh demanded obedience ; and many an

Israelite, we may surmise, even before Hosea came
or Amos, knew that He demanded exclusive

allegiance. He liked offerings and sacrifices, but
He liked justice too, and hospitality, and decent

behaviour. Yahweh was the Lord ;
Israel was His

servant. Such was the plain and natural relationship

between God and man.
This simple conception was further moralised

and spiritualised, but it was never overthrown.
God is always the ruler and the master and the
king. He has a double right to Israel’s obedience
and worship. First, He is God and the Israelite

is man ; He is divine
;

the Israelite is human.
And whoever heard of gods who did not rule,

and of men who did not obey Secondly, He is

Yahweh, who made a spcpial covenant with Israel,

choosing the Israelites for His spedal possession,

and in return for His choice. His fevour, and His
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solicitude, exacting from them exclusive worship

and frank obedience. Not only had Yahweh chosen

Israel, but, in a sense, Israel had chosen Yahweh.

It had agreed to serve Him. They were to be

His people, and He was to be their Gk>d. They
accepted the conditions, and it was their duty to

fulfil them. Though the Psalmists do not, for the

most part, Emphasise the aspect of obedience,

they imply it. To them, too, Yahweh is king.

He is their Lord ;
they are His subjects and

servants.

And this conception, though fused with others

and given a more inward interpretation, is still

part of Jewish Theism, still part of Liberal as well

as of Orthodox Judaism. Our newer fruit is yet

fruit of the old tree. To be obedient to God, to

worship Him, to be humble towards Him, to

walk in all His ways, to fulfil (so far as human
frailty may permit) His laws—all this has meaning
for us still, and not only meaning, but validity. ' It

is true that the obedience we think of and seek, to

render is less outward than inward. Crod’s laws
are not so much imposed from without, sent down
tp us from heaven, as discovered (by His help)
from within. We achieved, if God revealed. And
in obedience we found our freedom. God’s laws
are the laws of our own true being ; ^because they
are most essentially and truly ours they are also
His

;
for He and we are akin. But they are not

merely ours
; nor do these laws come to us or

appeal to us with a merely human authority. W^,
too, bow down before them in humility and awe.
They have “ objective ”, value. They are “ the
unwritten and unfailing statutes of heaven, for
their life is not of to-day or yesterday, but from all
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time ”
; they are “ of range sublime, and thttr

parent was no race of mortal men, nor will oblivion

ever lay them to sleep.” For reason and righteous-

ness and love are (as we believe) not merely human,,

but superhuman ; theyj are older than man and
diviner ; they are the creation of God. They are

what He is. Thus God is still for us our master

and our king. He is master and* king as well

as father and saviour. And He alone. The funda-

mental attitude of the Old Testament towards God,
the basis of the relation of man to Yahweh, as it

is there conceived, are still ours.

How does the servant approach his master ?

There are three primary ways which we may fitly

notice here, because they have all continued, even

though their meanings and applications have been
deepened or modified. Fear, gratitude, and suppli-

cation : these are, I think, the primary three.

There is only one word in Hebrew for fear.

But the fear of Yahweh, as we find the word used
in the Psalms and Proverbs, may more properly be
translated by reverence. That fear which is the

beginning of wisdom and, even more, that fear

which is a fountain of life and the hatred of evil,

that fear which suggests praise and confidence and
trust, and which can be allied and associated with
love, is not the same fear which men feel towards
the adder or the tiger, or even the same fear which
they feel towards a human despot. It is this kind
of fear— awe, reverence, humility, adoration—
which is implied in the fear of the Psalmists and
the Sages. It rests indeed upon a basis of fear in

the sense of terror. It. has been evolved out of
such a fear. But in its full development it is far

removed from vulgar fright. It does, indeed,

H
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depend upon the difference between God and man,

between perfection and sinfulness, omnipotence

and tirailty, omniscience and ignorance, purtty and

ancleanness. It does perceive, the awfiil distance

thaj., separates the Creator
j
from the creature, even

though, in a special sense, that distance can be

transcended, even though the Creator, though

distant, is alsb very near. It does appreciate the

fact that God punishes man for his iniquities, and

that the consequences of sin may be appalling. But

not one of these implications—not even the last

—

makes this fear a slavish fear, inconsistent with

love, inconsistent with a sense of kinship as well

as of difference, inconsistent with a conviction that

God is the loving father as well as the master,

the lawgiver, and the king. Hence the fear of

God is still upheld and taught in modern Judaism
to-day. Its Old Testament implications are our
own. Even the last (that God punishes) we 'to6

accept, albeit in a more inward and spiritual form
than that in which it would have been interpreted

by most, if not all, of the Psalmists, Sages, and
Prophets of the Hebrew Bible.

It is needless to say many words about the way
of gratitude. It is simple and obvious.,,, For all

the good and the joy of life, for all prospwity and
well-being, both national and individual, !^ servant

is thankful and grateful to the divine master and
giver. “ All things come of Thee.” This con-

viction is rooted deep in the Jewish heart. Thus
for present and for past mercies Yahweh is< blessed

and praised. So, too, for deliverance out of trouble

and distress : the prevailing attitude of piety is to

accept the woe as deserved, to give thanks for the

salvation as a gift. And this prevailing attitude
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continued throug^iout the ages. That for which
God is thanked is both the outward and the inward.

He is thanked for the corn and the oil, hut He is

also thanked for the teaching and the statutes : He
is thanked for Himself^or Kis nearness to Israel

and to the Israelite. Gratitude passes over mto
praise and joy. Evil is powerless to dislod^ it

irom the heart of the worshipper. *Is it not thus

even to-day .?

The way of supplication is still trodden. Its

application in the Old Testament is simple and
ancient. Men ask Yahweh for His favour, or for

victory, or for the removal of calamity, or for the

forgiveness of sin. They ask to be taught His
ways, to be allowed to dwell in His house, and to

be granted a fuller vision, of Him and a deeper

knowledge. Even for such things do they ask

to-day, though the inward has more often displaced

the outward, and the spiritual the material. But
the deeper petitions of the Psalmists are our petitions

still, and their words are ours. We adopt them,
and, in many cases, we do not even need to adapt

them. “ Create in me a clean heart, O God.”
” Teach me to do Thy will.” What is there here

to better or to change ?

It is vei^ interesting and of great significance

that the first larger code—^the code of Deuteronomy,
which was so deeply affected by the teaching of
the Prophets—should have laid such stress, not only

upon fear and on obedience, but also upon love!**

In some not over friendly quarters it seems almost

painful that' it has tp be allowed that the love of

God is emphasised Ih the Old Testament, and em-
phasised

—

korribile £ictu^\n the Law ! Yet so it

13.
“ What does Yahweh thy Gqd require of thee,
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,

but to fear Yabw^ thy God, to walk in all His wajrs,

and to love Him, and to serve Yahwth thy God mth
all thy heart and with all thy soul.” It needed a

*^uch latca and more reflective age to conceive that

thqr^* j;ould be any oppo^tion between this de-

®a*hded fear and this no less demanded love. The

f
'ophetic summary of true religion :

” What does

ahweh requite of thee but to do justly, and to

love mercy (Chesed), and to walk humbly before thy

Gk>d .? ?’ was not regarded in those early , days as dif-

ferent from the interrogation in Deuteronomy. Are
we to say that the love which is thus associated with

obedience and fear must be a poorer love because of

this association, or shall we rather say that fear

must be a nobler fear, and the obedience a freer

obedience, because of their combination with love ?

I think that, on the whole, the latter is truer, though
I would not wish to assert that the authors of
Deuteronomy could have conceived a love as pro-

found as that of Akiba. As his legalism was more
intense than theirs, so, too, was his love ! ; But yet

their love was deep enough, and they mdant what
they said. The rear is exalted; the love is not
depressed. And it was a wonderful, and I would
almost suppose, a divinely guided, instinct that led

later Jews (it must have been, I imagine, at the close

of the Old Testament period) to fasten up^on
Deuteronomy vi. 4, y as the supreme doctrine and
the supreme command of the Law and of Judaism.
The doctrine, as we saw, was, indeed, deepened and
even modified, beyond its original meaning. The
unity of God, in our fuller senses of thef' word, is

hardly taught in the declaration “ Hear, O Israel,

Yahweh our God is one Yahweh.” But thepofunutid
is distii^ct and plain and comprehensive. Thou
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shalt love Yahweh thy God with all thine heart,

ai?d with all thy sotil and with <»// thy might.” No
words could be more definite and uncompromising*^;

’'This combination of the cardinal ‘doctrine withthe
cardinal command has bieen of immense iitiportance

in Jewish history. It has united theory and pradSce
- together. It has welded together dpgma and life.

Hence the Shema is still for us what it was for our

ancestors two thousand years ago ; so far as God is

concerned, it is the alpha and the omega of our faith.

Yet the Psalter teaches us, I think, not to be the

slave of words. For if one thing is more clear than

another it is surely this : that the Psalmists, or shall

we perhaps more justly say, the more finely touched
spirits among them, had appropriated and had
obeyed the Deuteronomic injunction. They did

love Yahweh. They loved Him with all their soul.

Nevertheless the word *‘ love ”—that is the Hebrew
verb Ahob and its corresponding noun—^is rarely

found in the Psalms as applied to a relation of man
to God. The author of the 1

1 9th Psalm constantly

speaks of Ipving God’s law and His statutes. We
hear, too, of thelove of God’s name, of His salvation,

of His house. But the direct love of God Himself
is rarely alluded to. ” The Lord preserves all who
love Him.” ” O love the Lord, all ye His saints.”
‘‘ Ye that love the Lord hate evil.” “ I love Yahweh
because He has heard my supplication.” For the

Psalter these seem rather meagre applications of thp

Deuteronomic command and ideal. One would or

might haye thought that the reflection would have

been far mbre brilliant. And yet is the lack of^

the word real proof of t>he lack of the thing I

hardly think s<jyi' The feeling of love is expressed in

Other' words. Yahweh, who to the Psalmists was
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stronghold and rock, in whose light they found light,

who gave tibe^n peat^ and confidence and joy—that
Yajhweh wsw surely kve^i, and loved not so much
(and here tjhc I^alter so precious to uS) for adiat

He gave as for what He was, Or if He is lovod for

what Me gives, it is for the spiritual gif|s He ^ves,'

for tnat very jense of nearness, of comrnumon, of

f
ladness, and of rest. The deepest value of the

'salms for us lies in their simple, yet profound

taysticism. It is here that they reach the best which
the Old Testament has to tell us of the relation

between man and God. “ Rest in God ; trust in

God,” culminates in a rapturous closeness and joy.
“ How excellent is Thy loving-kindness, O God ;

therefore the children of men take refuge imdef
the shadow of Thy wings. They afe abundantly
satisfied with the fatness of Thy house, and Thop
makest them to drink of the river of Thy pleasures.

For with Thee is the fountain of life ; in Thy light

do we see light.” No less wonderful are the wqards

of another singer. “ Because Thy lovij^kindnCss
is Better than life, my lips shall praise Thee. . . .

My soul follows hard after Thee, Thy right hand
jmholds me.” And again : “lam continmlly with
Thee: Thou boldest me by my right han^ * Whoto
have I in heaven but Thee And thiare is pone
^on earth that I desire beside Thee. Though my
flesh and my heart should fail, God is thp strength

qfm^ heart and my portion for ever.” Love is not
filentioned. But had these Psalmists not fulfilled

the Law ? Had they not obeyed the great injunction
of Deuteronomy ?

'

'

.

These passages are doubtless the "three most
rapturous utterances in the Psalter, but it can hnrdly'
be said that they are more than the culmir|ati4n



tiESfAMENT
In any otl^er sehse tl^ey

Esptscklly rioticeable is the

j<?y. Thou hast “put gladness

Iw^ more^ tluin in thosc^ w4ic»er cotn hnd
mit«

’

'Ina'jpase^*’
>

Spi^tual jo^ surpasses

huMtilW ilW/ Rejoice xn Yahweh, O ye rigljfeous

;

^ fW'i^ Hun and shout for joy.” This j4y in

;<jii^’a,stf^gth and presence and in th#consciousness

of Hi® nearness d^as mediated in many cases by the

T4tn|Sle. The house of God stimulated the sehse

of God. Away from the Temple, the Psalmist

pants and thirsts for God, even as the hart for the

water brooks. He “ longs and faints for the covlrts

ofYahweh, his heart cries aloud unto the living God.”

Bat he does not really think that God is limited to

|erusalera or confined within the Temple. He is

well aware that wherever he walks, even if it be

through the darkest valley, the good shepherd is with

him, and that the divine “ rod and staff ” are there

to protect ^nd sustain him. “In God’s presence is

fulness ofjoys ; in His right hand are pleasures for

evermore.’r This is stated in a Psalm where the

Temple is not mentioned. In the long 1 1

9

th Psalm
the Jove of pod passes over into a love of His law

;

the combination is characteristic of the latter,

Rabbinic Jtidaism. We, too, can appropriate it.

He Vho loves God must also love the Moral Law,
and he who loves the Law (with a reverential aiM
adoring IdVe) must also love its guarantee and its

source. To love goodness is to love God.
" We have seen that many metaphors are employed
in the Psalthr to express the many-sided relation of

man to God ns of God to man. To the Psalmists

Go<1.wm sheoherd and stronghold
;
He was sun

at|d ^ieM ; was master and king. How far,



we now’Mtay- ask, did the Psalmists or any other

Old Testament writers conceive the relation of

themselves to Gk)d as of children to their father ?

The answer is that this particular metaphor is rarely

used, but is by no mean| unknown. Israel, the

nationi was certainly regarded as the child or son

of God, but in the Old Testament pages the indi-

vidual IsraelitS seldom addresses God as his Father.

Thou art our Father, for Abraham is ignorant of

usj and Israel does not acknowledge us; Thou, O
Yahweh, art our Father ; our redeemer was Thy
name of old.” So we read in Isaiah Ixiii. i6, and
again in the next chapter :

“ Thou art our Fathd”

:

we are the clay and Thou our potter ; we are all the

work of Thy hand.” The David of Chronicles

exclaims: “Blessed be Thou, Yahweh, God of
Israel, our Father, for ever and ever.” And already

in the “ Song ” of Deuteronomy xxxii. God is called

the Father of Israel. God promises David in the

Second Book of Samuel that He will be a father to

David’s child, and “ he shall be to Me a son.’’

More important is the saying of the Psalmist ;
“ As

a father pities his children, so Yahweh pkies those
who fear Him.” Or the famous adage of the Sage:
“ Whom the Lord loves He chastens : even as a
father the son in whom he delights,” which has its

close parallel in Deuteronomy. But these and other
itistances, while they show that the metaphor was
well known, do not prove that it was constantly
employed. Jesus habitually, and the Rabbis very
frequently, spoke of God as “ our Father.” This
method of addressing God was not common, so far
as we can gather, in the, Old Testament period.
Was much lost by the non-use of the word ? .Was
much gained by its adoption ? Or,, rather, what
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are the implicatiohs of the* metaphor, and are these

implicatiohs unknown to the Old Testament writers ?

We shall, I think, find that some ofthem are f^iliar
enough, but that others are less so, and that in the

manner in which Jesus Ases the metaphor, and in

the deductions which he makes from it, there' inay,

perhaps, hav6 been a certain measurg of religious

development and advance.

The first implication in the metaphor is complete

trust and confidence. This is already found in the

Psalter and in the Old Testament. Secondly, a

child not only trusts his father, but he also loves

hini. Well, the love of God is already the ideal of

Deuteronomy. Thirdly, the son is on friendly

terms with his father. He can always enter into

his presence. He may draw near unto him. There
can be the best of understandings between father

and son. Here, too, I doubt whether the best Old
Testament writers and saints had much to learn.

Now, in all these ways and respects, there is a certain

difference between the attitude of a son to his father,

and the attitude of a servant to his lord. It would
be agreed that the one is a freer attitude than the

other. And it is contended that herein lies the

difference of the “ Old Testament ” attitude towards

(jjod from the attitude of Jesus and, following him,

of the New Testament writers. The one attitude is

that of servant to master ;
the other is that of child

to father. The difference makes itself felt in two
main relations. The servant works for reward.

The son serves, not for reward, but for love. There
is no idea of tecompense or of measure in the son’s

service, Even as the father’s love for the son is

limitless, so too is the son’s love for the father. In

the next place, the servant has always before him as
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his ideal a relationship, of obedience : if we are

deallnig with orientals of the olden time, moreover,

the ’ word “ servant ” should be replaced by the

word “ slave.” Then the contrast between the

attitude of slave to master tnd the attitude of son to

father' is obviously heightened. The son obeys the

father, but il« is a free obedience : he has always

before him as his ideal a relationship of liberty. It

is among these ideas that the advance made by

Jesus lay. Not that in the finest Old Testament
passages there is any sense of constraint; to talk of

the relation between the Psalmists and ^d as one

of severity is absurd. But what is implicit in the

Psalter is made prominent and explicit' in the words
of Jesus and elsewhere in the New Testament.

And we want right teaching to be not only implicit,

but also central and explicit. It should, however,

be added that it was also, with slightly different

touches and accents, made explicit by the Rabbis. ,

It has already been observed that oiio type of
supplication familiar to us in the pages of the 'Old
Testament is a prayer for forgiveness^ - The lowet
motive for such prayers is doubtless the desire either

to escape punishment or to be freed from misfortune
and calamity, which are regarded as punishment.
For, as we shall see, the prevailing view, which led

to so much difficulty and even anguish, was that one
could argue back from suffering to sin. Yet, oyer
and above the lower motive there was a higher.
Sin separated the sinner from God : his “ nearness

”

could no longer be apprehended ; there was a wall
between Deity and man. With the consciousness
of sin in the mind, it was no longer possible to
“ rejoice before the Lord.” True joy is the
prerogative of the righteous. It is beyond the
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reach of the high-handed €ii>fter; it is even beyond
the opportunity of him who, though not recklest or
defiant as regards God, has yet not made his ^ekce
with Him, who has not r^ented and been for^ven.

The few passages in the Fsalter in which this point

of view is made clearly manifest are of the highest

value. We are nourished by them* still to-day.

In such Psalms as the 32nd and the 51st this

spiritual teaching seems to be clearly set forth.

We do not read into them any modern gloss. On
the contrary. We owe our conceptions to them.
“ Happy is he whose transgression is forgiven.”

It is only the righteous or the forgiven who can

rejoice in the Lord. To the wicked, as the prophet

says, “ there is no peace.” “ Your iniquities have

separated you from your God.” The ” clean heart
”

for which the Psalmist prays will bring him near

again to God. This joy of salvation is at least as

much inward as outward. The sense of the divine

presence, the coming of the Holy Spirit, are both its

evidence and its result.

The relation^ of man to God is partly expressed

in worship. For what purpose does man worship

God ? We can observe in the Old Testament two
old and gradually superseded ideas, (i) God is

specifically worshipped by gifts and sacrifices in

order to secure His favour or His forgiveness ;

(2) these gifts and sacrifices are paid to Him because

He likes them.
These ideas were modified or spiritualised in

two directions. First, there came the great prophetic

achievement that the worship and the offerings which

God asks and likes, demands and cares for, are not

sheep and goats* and incense and oil, but justice,

compassion, contrition, and the pure heart. The
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achievement is familiair. It can be stated in ve^
feW‘ words, and it is needless to dwdl on it in detail.

But it is of deathless importance, and we live upon

it to this day. The old error crops up in new forms.

And we constantly need ^o recur, with a sense of

thdr ever fresh significance, to the simple and im-

mortal words:; “ I desire love and not sacrifice, and

the knowledge of God rather than burnt offerings.”

The sacrifices ofGod are a broken spirit : a broken

and a contrite heart Thou, O God, wilt not despise.”

So far, then, as God has pleasure in human action,

He feels that pleasure when man obeys' His voice.

And such obedience is by Jeremiah sharply dis-

tinguished from sacrifices and burnt offerings.

Obedience docs, indeed, mean the exclusive worship

of Yahweh; it does mean no idolatry; but, other-

wise, it only means justice, compassion, love.

Secondly, while man needs God, God docs not

need man. At any rate. He needs him in a very

different sense from that in which man needs God»
It is good to worship God for one’s own sake and
for the sheer joy of it, but God is neither forgetful,

on the one hand, nor in want, upon the other, that

He should require human reminders or humau gifts.
“ If I were hungry, I would not tell thee; for |he
world is Mine and the fulness thereof.” “<Cah a
man,” says Eliphaz, “ be profitable unto .‘ God ?

Nay, the wise man is profitable only unto himself.

Docs Almighty God care for thy righteousness ?

Has He gain from thy blameless ways ? ” lu other
words, “ God docs not need cither man’s work or
His own gifts.” So too Elihu declares: “ What
effect has thy sin upon God ? What cares He for
thy many transgressions ? What gain comes to
Him from thy righteousness ? What rec^ves He
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firom thy hand ? It is to men like thyself thy sin

matters, it is mortals thy righteousness touches.”

God is wholly self-sufficient. These utterances of
Eliphaz and of Elihu have been very sharply criti-

cised as revealing ” a, utilitarian or commercial con-
'

ception of religion and a loveless conception of

God.” But, as I have elsewhere had occasion to

observe, neither Eliphaz nor Elihu really merits, any
more than Milton does, this severe condemnation.

It is true that they go very much beyond the Psalmist,

and that they go too far. Sacrifices and material

gifts are one thing : righteousness is another. God
does, we may believe, “ care ” for the second, how-
ever indifferent He may be to the first. Still, it was
not without value in the development of the doctrine

of God to point out that “ God primarily desires

human righteousness for man’s sake, not for His
own sake ; that man’s virtues affect man, and that

man’s sins injure man. If God rewards the one
and punishes the other. He does not do so for any
benefit or injury which He has sustained, but because

man deserver, what he receives, and is benefited by
receiving it. It was necessary to establish the divine

indepipndence and self-sufficiency before one could

safely go on to find a certain mystical or ontological

sense jn which it might be supposed that the for-

tunes, .-or the moral condition, of man affect God.”^
The relaition of a man to God had first to be shown
to be one where God gives and does not receive,

and man receives and does not give, before any higher

stage could be attempted in which man might be
conceived as participating with God in the conquest

of evil, or in the production of the divine kingdom,
whether upon e^^^*th or beyond it. But that God

* * p* 195.
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maj^ "|je s^ppos9d. to gjrieve over man’s sin and to

rejo^ in iiis righteopsness is doctrine in which we
ma^ ^till believe. * The Old Testament speaks more
;of this *‘ grieving ” (or of the “ anger ”) than of the

fejmcing. But the one ift only the complenrent-of
the other. If God may be supposed to suffer and
to grieve, must also be supposed to be capable

of satisfaction and of joy. If human sin can cause

thfc one, human righteousness must cause the other.

^
Meanwhile it emerges from the best Old Testa-

-ment thought that the relation between man and
God is not regarded as a bargain. “ Do ut des

”

Is a false description of it. The Old Testament
rises above the level of such tit for tat. Man serves

God to please God, and yet even the divine pleasure
does not fully express the object of his service. He
serves God in order to be prosperous and happy,
but still less does this object exhaus|:,'i'Or fillly inr

dicate, the object of his service. He does., not even
serve God as a mere thankoffering. TW opposite
purposes may be named as objects of hi^ service.
From one point of view he serves God exclusively
for his own sake. From another, he sferves God
exclusively for God’s sake. For to serve Ood in
the true sense of being and doing “ good ” is man’|
wisdom and happiness. To disobey God"is %(Jrt

merely rebellion and sin, but folly a^d zblsery.
Those who reject God’s service “ wroM fheir own
souls ”

;
“ all they that hate God lovd death.” On

the other hand, man serves God for the .spfead of
the divine glory and for the sanctification of iRs
name.

^

This thought, too, is present, at least in
germ, in the Old Testament. Israel, at any rate,
exists and must labour, or must even die, for God’s
sake and for the wider diffusion of His glory. So,
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too, Jsmel must imitate Goc^; he must be holy even
as God is holy. As man,, or Israel, owes everything

to God, so can he not raicter back what he owm.
He cannot merit the divine mercies. Thb Words of

Jacob":
‘
‘ I am hot worthyt)f the leastofThy mercies ’

represent in simple and child-like form the higher

thought ofthe Hebrew Bible in this regard. Doubt-
less God renders to man according to man’s work.
Doubtless, ‘ too, we get in some of the Psalms
rather loud protestations of innocency, which some-
times seem to amount to an assumption of se^-

righteousness. But the higher view emerges, on
the whole, successfully. Before God there is no
merit. on the one hand, God does not requite

man’s sins as the sins deserve, so, on the other hand,

man cannot claim reward because of, and in pro-

portion to, hia virtues. Man’s true relation to God
w one' of

1
grace received, not of services rendered.

This conti^tioh, too, is of Old Testament origin,

though it Was developed and made more clear and
el^pKck elsewhere. And so far as the worship or

service of God is carried out by specific ceremonial

acts, and hot (as essentially it must be) by deeds of

righteousness and love, this worship and this service

are also either purely self-regarding or purely altru-

istic ! These ceremonial acts are done for the pure
joy and ||jtisfaction of doing them, and not for the

sake of (ipd, or, again, they are done to honour and
praise God, and not for the sake of a reward.^

admit lhat it. is not easy to make definite quotations to illustrate or

prove what has been said to the last few sentences. Yet I do not think Ihey

go beyond the generarimpfession which is made upon the mind by the Psalter,

the wisdom Literature, and the Prophets as a whole : neglecting, that is, as

we heve for our purpose a right to do, gU the lower elements in those books

and concentrating one’s attention upon what is hipest and best. The spirit

of the best is not other tykh what 1 have stated in the text.
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Section VI

Man : his Righteousness and his Sin
#

As our object is not to give any systematic

account of •w^at is contained in the Old Testament

concerning the various subjects with which we have

to deal, we can pass very lightly over much which

in the text-books has to be discussed at length. We
have to set forth neither Old Testament psychology

nor Old Testament ethics, and thus we can ei^cape

from many a perplexing, or, at any rate, complicated

problem. The precise and various meanings of the

words Nefesh, Ruach, Neshamah, Basar, need not

concern us. Nor need we consider ho\y far the word
Zedakah has moved away from its etymology, or how
far it still suggests conformity to a standard or rule.

For our purposes righteousness or justice can usually

translate or represent Zedakah, and where it cannot

?io so, the passages in question are hardly of much
value for our particular and limited object.' When
it is said in the Psalter, “ Yahweh is just and Wim
justice,” or “ Yahweh is righteous and loves

eousness,” we may, indeed, generalise the
“ justice ” or “ righteousness ” beyond tHe'pafd!cd|j^

sense in which the Psalmist employed he W^s
thinking mainly of the punishment wicked,
while for us such punishment is only*Q^E^«aje4

haps not the most important, of the applications of
justice or of righteousness, whether human or diyine.

Nevertheless, fundamentally, ?edakah meant lot him
what justice and righteousness mean for usj and we
dp not read different and modern signiticatidma. |h!bp.

his utterance when we translate his Hebrew bur
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English. Again, for the higher thought of the Old
Testament, and for our special purpose in discussing

or setting it forth, the various words for sin can be
more or less lumped together, and it is needless to

dwell at length upon tt^ shades of difference ber

tween them. We, too, often use sin and transgres-

sion and iniquity as synonymous, and for our
particular object in this book it v^Il hardly be

requisite to distinguish between the precise signifi-

cations of Chet, Pesha, Avon, etc.

But there is another reason why we can lightly

pass over many details which in books on Ola
Testament theology, ethics, or psychology have to

be discussed in detail. We have passed beyond
much which is found in the Hebrew Bible : its

primitive standpoints are no longer ours. The early

conceptions of the “ soul ” are interesting from an
historical point of view, but are not of value for

present-day religion. There is a certain simplicity

about Old Testament ideas concerning sin which,

on the one hand, does not hinder or repel us,

but, on the other hand, does not carry us very

far. We can generally use what we find, more
e^ecially in the later writings, but we are conscious

of a certain inadequacy. Some problems are left

untouched or unsettled altogether, or, perhaps, one
should

,
father say, about some problems no set

theory is advanced and maintained at all. There
ia a g^eai^ck of philosophic thought. Everything
is v^ simple and even fluid. Nevertheless, we
are the heits of this simplicity, and we have been
fed upon it.' We have developed it; we have

realised its inadequacies^ and its gaps ; we have
perceived its ^pperficialities. But we have not

turned our back upon it. This very simplicity is
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an advantage. We can deepen the meaning of the

words in %hich it is expressed or which it employs.

And, so far as it goes, we still largely believe in it.

It represents our own common sense. We arc not

in antagonism to it. •

I suppose that this agreement of ours with the

higher, or even with the prevailing. Old Testament
thought on tlSe subject of sin and righteousness and
human nature depends also partly upon the very

fact that there is no system, and that there are only
just a number of tendencies, observations, and aspira-

tions not always, by any means, consistent with one
another. Nothing is pushed to a theoretic extreme.
All is life-like and actual. It therefore appeals to

our own experience and common sense, even though
we are frequently aware that the writers are much
above us in genius, in passion, in spirituality, in

faith. But partly our agreement is also caused by
the fact that the Old Testament view of life, in one
or two important and fundamental respects, is the
same as our own. When I say “ the same as our
own,” I mean both the same as that of the average
man in the street, whether Christian or Jew, and
the same as that of our developed modern Judaism
to-day. That looks as if I thought and meant ti^t
the views of the average man in the street and the
views of developed modern Judaism were identical.
I do not mean that. But yet, in one or two im-
portant respects, modern Judaism, in a deeper and
more reasoned way, accepts and champions' the views
(the^ common sense) of the average man in the street
(while recognising their inadequacy and incom-
pleteness), and in these, very same respects the
Old Testament is in agreement with both.

The first of these points is, I take it, a certain
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optimism; or rather a certain judgement that earthly

life is» on the whole, good, and that it is made good
by the will and effort of man and by the help and the

grace of God. Even now that, unlike the herbes and
saints of the Old Testament, the men of faith to-day

look forward to an existencewithGod beyond the con-

fines of death, they yet can say—so Judaism teaches—“ Thank God for earthly life; earthly life is, or

can be, not evil, but good.” Now this judgement
or valuation can be held in a shallow sort of way,

and doubtless often is. It can be held by shutting

the eyes to phenomena which contradict it. And
this, too, is often the case. It needs qualifications.

It, perhaps, needs the acknowledgement of perman-
ent and inexplicable rough edges. It, perhaps, needs

a sort of transmutation or transfigurement, and even

modern Judaism may be at some fault for often

holding it too superficially, but if we are Jews at

all, we must, and we do, accept it as fundamentally

or predominantly true. And because we hold that

earthly life is, or can be, made good, the Old Testa-,

ment still appeals to us, and we are, in one essential

point, in deep agreement with it. Then, too, con-

nected with this ” optimism,” there is the view that

what we may call the outward, the material, the

bodily, is in itself neither illusory nor evil. It may
become evil for us by our attitude towards it, or by
our own use of it. But, in itself, it is not evil.

In itself it is ndther good nor evil. But it may, in

our use of it, become good. Body, as well as soul,

is the gift of God, even though the combination of

the two is the cause of our sin as well as the cause

of our righteousness. Flesh of itself and by itself

is not sinful. Now this doctrine top caja be held,

and is often held, in a shallow way. It can be made
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to justify a feeble desire for comfort and outward

well-being, an unstrenuous and very average ^od-
ness. It can be used to depress the tendency

towards moral heroism and adventure. It is a

dangerous doctrine, becai^e it consorts with flabbi-

ness and the desire for ease, because it can even be

appealed to by selfishness. It needs qualifications;

the approval* or rather the non-condemnation, of

the outward and the material requires the spiritual

and the inward to be exalted the more. But the

more diflicult doctrine may yet be the truer doctrine.

At any rate, it is this acceptance of the outward as

also the gift and creation of God which paves the

way for the doctrine of its sanctification. And it is

this view of the outward which unites us with the

Old Testament writers, and makes us in prima facie

agreement with them. Sometimes, indeed, their

words are too near to the views of the man in the

street : sometimes we need to be braced and stimu-

lated by a view complementary, or even opposed, to

theirs. But, in the long run, we can and do always
return to the Old Testament with profit and satis-

faction because of these fundamental agreements.
For we too look upon life as good, or as capable of
being made good

;
we too find in no, part of creation

an essential antagonism to goodness and to God.
There is, then, in the Old Testament view of

man’s nature nothing which fundamentally repels

us. Body and soul, say we, and that is practically

what the Old Testament says too. It does not
make any more subtle divisions into body, soul,

and spirit. Dust and spirit make up together the
man we know. When this “ dust ” or earth is

animated by spirit, it is spoken of as flesh. The
word we commonly translate “ soul ” often stands
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for the whole living personality, the “ I,” but it

c)ften is little more thatr a synonym for “ spirit " ;

it stands for the “ inward self ” ; the s^t of mind
and heart ; sometimes roughly equivalent to one
of them and sometimes ^o the other. Man is a

compound of dust and spirit, or of flesh and spirit

;

and by experience it is observed thjjit he is frail

and weak and transitory and sinful. The weakness

and transitoriness of man’s nature partly excuses,

and partly accounts for, his sinfulness. God
forgives our iniquity when He remembers our
“ frame,” when He bethinks Him that we are but

dust ” or “ flesh,” “ a wind which passes away
and comes not again.” Yet though the flesh and
the dust and the frame are thought of as a cause of

general weakness (which issues in sin), they are

not thought of as themselves the seat of sin. Man
is not sinful because he is partly material, because

he has a body, because he is “ flesh.” The sin is

regarded as an ob\dous consequence of the transitori-

hess, of the physical frailty, but though the two
conceptions are connected, they are not, as Dr.

Davidson well points out, confused or identified.

He quotes the words of Eliphaz in Job :
“ Shall

man be righteous before God Can a man be
pure before his maker } Behold He puts no trust

in His servants, and He charges His angels with

error. How much- more man that dwells in houses

of clay, whose foundation is in the dust.” “ In

all such passages,” says Dr. Davidson very rightly,

“ the universal sinfulness of man is strongly

expressed, and his physical weakness and liability

to decay serve to strengthen the impression or

liability of his moral frailty. ... It is considered

natural that one physically so frail should also be
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morally frail and sinful. Physical frailty is pleaded

as ‘a ground of compassion for moral frjulty. But

the two do not seem to be confounded ;
neither is

tt ^ught that the cause of man’s moral frailty is to

be |lpnd in his physical nAure, or that the flesh is in

itself sinful or the seat of sin.” ^

Yet whattver the cause, the fact is acknowledged.

In one well-known passage it is even clearly and

definitely stated :
“ There is no man who does not

sin.” And, again, in Proverbs :
“ Who can say

I have made my heart clean : I am pure from my
sin ? ” The Preacher is more pessimist in outlook

than any other Old Testament writer, yet he would
hardly have been contradicted when he wrote :

” There is not a righteous man upon earth who
does (only) good and never sins.” I suppose we
should all agree with the Biblical authors.

How do they account for the fact ? Not
historically by Adam’s sin and fall. For in the

Old Testament this story is never made use of.

Original sin, in the sense of a punishment inflicted

by God upon the whole human race because of the

first man’s disobedience, is unknown. It is un-
known, too, in the sense of a sort of transmitted

poison, curse, or guilt, which passes with divinely

appointed inevitability, from generation to genera-

tion. It is only original in the sense that it is

native to the race, that the make and constitution

of man render it ineifitable. It is true that ih one
remarkable verse in the greatest, or one of the
greatest, of the Psalms we find the utterance ;

** Behold I was brought forth in iniquity and in sin

did my mother conceive me,” but the passage is

isolated, and its meaning is uncertain. Probably
' Op. eii, p. 192.
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Duhm is right in saying that it does not refer to

the fact of procreation : it does not mean, as Dr.
Kphlcr supposes, that “ every sexual act is the wotk
of sensuality, the Yetzer ha’ra,” but it is merely a
poetical way of declaring that the .writer, like evet®*

other man, is descended from sinful meh * and
women, and that he has, therefore, J)een inclined,

or had a tendency, towards sinfulness from his

very childhood. From the unclean, as Job has it,

the completely clean cannot come forth. The
Psalmist does not mean much more than Isaiah

when he says that he and the people among whom
he dwells ate all alike (morally) impure. Or as

the old writer in Genesis puts it :
“ The imagination

of man’s heart is evil from his youth.”

As to the nature of sin the writers of the Old
Testament again show their simplicity. We find

no speculation or theory. But even the quotations

already made are enough to show that sin, while

expressing itself in sinful deeds, and more specifically

in the violation of God’s commands, is yet recognised

to proceed from man’s inmost constitution, from
his self, from his heart. The sin may be the deed,

but the ^infulness of the sin, so to speak, is the

wicked sClf, the wicked heart, the evil desire. Only
God can fully know the heart in its complexity

and its sinfulness. “ The heart of man,” says

Jeremiah, “ is deceitful and woefully sick : who
can know it? Only God, therefore, who searches

(and does know) the heart, can render unto every

man according to his ways.”

All this is simple, and while we should scarcely

deny it, it is not very inspiring. We are neither

attracted by it nor repelled.

What is it that makes this constitution of man
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liable to sin ? Over and above man's day or

'^^st, breathed into his frame, is his spirit, and this

3
)irit is the more spedal gift of God. It is, indeed,

lied to the divine spirit itself. All life comes from
God, and is, in a sense, diMine. It is God’s spirit,

accor&ng to the Psalmist, which is in every living

thing, in the Ijeast as well as in man. Nevertheless,

frppa another point of view, it is the spirit of man
iNiyich distinguishes him from the beast, which,

coming from God, is the source of wisdom and
understanding and the knowledge of good and evil,

and so of all righteousness and of the fear and the

love of God. Why, so endowed, does man sin ?

This question is neither raised nor answered. Nor
does it really enter the mind of any Old Testament
writer to doubt the justice or the fact of human
responsibility. Job, it is true, complains that as

sin is such an inevitable constituent or consetjuence

of human nature, God deals with it too seriously.

But even Job does not go so far as to say that not
man, but God, is really responsible for man’s sin.

Moreover, Job is exceptional in the boldness of
his accusations. The general attitude of the Old
Testament may be summed up by sayjipg : (i)

Every man is sure to sin, (2) yet man is mponrible
for his sins, (3) he ought not to sin, ot he ought to

get the better of his sin ; he need not sin unless

he chooses. How far, then, it may be asked, is

such an attitude or view of Use for us to-day ? Is

it shallow, hopeless, inadequate, and contradictory

For if every man is bound to sin, how can it be true

that no man need sin unless he chooses ? Or if

every man is bound to sin, is not God, his maker,
rather than himself, responsible for so unsatisfactory

a result ? Hpw can God blame a creature for doing
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tliat which his very make and constitution render
inevitable ? Again, if every man is bound to sinj

does not this lead logically either to indifference or

to despair ? Some might argue, “ I must sin
;

therefore sin does not nwtter.” Others may feel,

“ I ought not to sin ; I hate it
;
and yet I know

I shall and do sin. Therefore I de^air and am
filled with wretchedness.” Moreover, if every m^
is bound to sin, the more prohibition, the more slm

For every prohibition, or every injunction, ‘is so

much the wider opportunity for man’s sinful tend-

ency to make use of. The more laws, the more
sins ; thus the more you seek to curtail sin, the

more you increase it. And if sinfulness is the evil

tendency in man’s very heart, if it is somehow
dependent upon, and inseparably connected and
mixed up with, man’s make and constitution, how
can it be cured ? Must not man on earth continue

to sin for ever and ever, so that no one generation

can be better than another ? Any radical change
is out of the question and impossible.

It cannot be truly affirmed that all these questions

were fully present to the minds of any Old Testament
thinkers. Most of the troubles which the questions

raise did not harass them because the questions

themselves had scarcely occurred to them. Nor
can it be said that they were fully grasped and
tackled by subsequent Jewish thinkers of the

Rabbinic period. Some of them came acutely

before the mind of Pauh but the reply which he
gave to them raises fresh difficulties in its turn,

greater even, according to our Jewish ideas or

preconceptions, than those which he sought or

thought to solve*

If the problems raised ar^ in th«ir fulness and
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entirety, insoluble, then the fact that they are not

realised by the Old Testament writers may not be

so very harmful. The simplicity of the Old
Testament attitude may even turn out to be a

merit ; for solutions whidh are inacceptable or in-

accurate are worse than no solutions at all. Better

that the puzjles should not be recognised than that

replies should be given which are false or which

do not fit the facts. And this is what seems to

be the case. Sin is a part of the problem of evil,

and that problem is confessedly insoluble. It does

not appear to be eradicable from the human race.

Yet that does not prevent the propriety of the

feeling of obligation to resist and diminish it.

Man can never become sinless, partly because the

better he becomes, the higher is the demand made
upon him by his own conscience. With greater

power the ideal rises. The various sides of the

antinomy must be consciously accepted. In spite

of our “ frailty,” we are to regard sin with horror.

In spite of our frailty, we are ever to strive to conquer
our sinfulness and get the better of our sins. In

spite of our frailty, we are to hold ourselves re-

sponsible for our sins. This is the doctrine of
Judaism, and, upon the whole, we may say that it

is already the doctrine of the deepest Old Testament
thinkers and saints. Nevertheless, it would be an
inadequate doctrine, liable to lead to despair or
perfunctoriness, if it were not supplemented by
others. These are the doctrine of repentance and
forgiveness, the doctrine of “ grace,” the doctrine
of the Messianic Age, and the doctrine of a future
life. About almost all of these other doctrines the
Old Testament has at least something to say, and
about some of them it has a good deal. The later
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literature developed them all, and we have to
develop them still further. For eveu in their

Rabbinic form they are not wholly acceptable for

us to-day. Meanwhile, the feeling of despair

because of the inevitability of sin is lessened more
especially by the conviction that moral progress is

possible both in the individual and jhe race
; by

the realisation that though all “ sin," there arc yet

tremendous differences between man and man,
between “ sinner ” and “ saint,” and by the faith

that with God’s help and grace even the sinful

heart can be made comparatively pure. In spite

of sin, there is a meaning in atonement. And this

conviction, realisation, faith, are all iased upon Old
Testament doctrines or utterances, even though
they may now go beyond them in explicitness and
depth.

The very conception of sin is only possible to

those who believe in God. Wrongdoing with that

belief is not only wrongdoing. It is not only an
offence against society, but it is an offence against

God. It is a violation of His laws, either because

we conceive the laws of right and wrong to be His
laws (inasmuch as He is Himself the source and
essence of “ goodness ”), or because we suppose
that He is the author and giver of the definite laws

which make up and constitute goodness in action,

or, lastly, because-we believe that God has entered

into a certain covenant or relation with us, the

conditions of which we are bound to observe.

These three .views shade off into each other
;

the

Old Testament writers, while strongly influenced

by the third view, yet also hold the second, nor are

they ignorant of, or unsusceptible to, the first.

And all three views we can and do still hold to-day,
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though not necessarily in the same form as our

ancestors. For we, too, regard God as the source

of goodness* and we, too, believe that the moral law

is divine. Gioodness is for us, too, an imitation and
love of God ; sin is for usf too, an “ insult ” to His
nature and a violation of His laws. Then, secondly,

we, too, hold^igh and dear the ideals ofjustice, pity,

and love, which are laid down for our observation

and reverence in the Prophets and the Pentateuchal

codes ;
we, too, hold that these things did not come

into existence without the will and the inspiration

of God. And, lastly, we, too, hold (it is essential

to Judaism) that we of the Jewish brotherhood

stand in a special relation to God
;

sin in us is

specially heinous and detestable
;

it is a violation

of a special covenant relation, a soilure of our priest-

hood, an infraction of the terms of our service.

Sin, therefore, is presented in many aspects in

the Old Testament literature. As connected’ with
man’s or Israel’s relation to God it is disobedience,

or alienation of heart, or pride, or guilty ignorance ;

as expressing itself in man’s relation with his fellows

it is injustice, oppression, cruelty, lovelessncss, and
many other cognate vices. But the idea of a
violation of God’s commands, whether the written

commands of the code or the unwritten oral

commands of Yahweh’s messengers, or the com-
mands and divine will of which everybody knows
by the promptings of his own heart, is at bottom
never absent. There is always in the deeper
natures, even after the full domination of the Law,
a realisation that sin Was something inward, though
outwardly expressed, that* the sinmlness was more
than the sinml deed, and that “ the root of the
matter ” was the e^nl heart, or, as the Rabbis came
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to call it, the evil disposition, desire, imagination!,

or thought : the Yetzer ha’ra. It does not do
full justice, I think, to average Old Testament
teaching, when the late Professor Toy says that
“ sin was conceived as th* infringement of particular

laws,” or that the author of the 51st Psalm stands
” alone in the Old Testament in his conception

of the sinfulness of human nature : n^ prophet and
no other psalmist has expressed this spiritual view
of the inward religious life.” ^ While recognising

the greatness and depth of the 51st Psalm, I am
inclined to think that we must regard it as the

climax and verbal efflorescence of a tendency and
of a general consciousness rather than as a violent

contrast and opposition.

But what is quite true is that the general or

prevailing view of the Old Testament writers is that

man ” by his own inward power ” can conquer sin

and sinfulness ; while sin ” is universal, it is not

uncontrollable.” Now this conception may be, and
is, inadequate, but it is based upon an important

truth. Effort and will are both needed and fruitful.

Even if God helps us, this divine help mingles

strangely with our wills, and is only through them
made manifest. While sin may be universal, it is

yet always conquerable or reducible. We may fail

three times and win the fourth ; we may advance
four steps and go back three ; but something is

still gained and gainable. This Old Testament
conviction is encouraging, helpful, and full of a

generous confidence in the God-granted powers of

man, in the capacity of that divine spirit or image
within him to nse superior to temptation, to conquer

the sinful desire, and to accomplish the virtuous

1 Judaism and Christianity^ pp. 192, 193,
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deed. And if we are humbly conscious that our

powers are God-given, that this very will of ours,

which, while free to choose the bad, can also choose

the good, is itself of origin divine, or contains within

it an element that is akin Kb the divine nature, then

there is no fear of pride when we prevail ;
rather is

there the shame of failure or the shame of not

prevailing enSugh, the sense of the big difference be-

tween the best performance and the ideal. It is, as

it seems to me, an excellence and not a defect of

the Old Testament that it portrays “ human nature

as weak and inclined to evil, but not as morally im-

potent.” ^ For this theory is in accordance with the

facts and in consonance with the goodness of God.
On the other hand, the theory would be in-

adequate by itself. But, as I have already baldly

stated, it does not stand alone. It hardly stands

alone even in those writers who appear to know no
more

; at any rate, it does not stand alone in the Old
Testament taken as a whole. (And it is the various

sides or strands of Old Testament teaching which
went to make up the Judaism of the Rabbis and
our own.) To supplement the theory comes the

doctrine of divine help or grace, and the doctrine of
repentance and forgiveness. Partly it may be that

these doctrines, in their deeper aspects, were
acquired by the very sense of sin itself, and by the

awful and agitating conviction that the yoke of it

was sometimes beyond human strength to break.

Where human will seemed powerless, God Himself
must step in and regenerate and redeem. Partly,

too, they were acquired by the strange idea of

inherited sin, as if the sin and guilt (for these two
conceptions were merged together) ofone generation

1 Of. cit, p. 19 1.
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were transmitted to, or visited upon, another. There
is a sort of nexus or chain of sin from the meshes or
the poison of which it is impossible to escape. The.
words of the second commandment related to

punishment, but in the Old Testament, and even in

Rabbinic days, a continuing calamity awoke the

sense of guilt and accentuated it. Sin seemed to

become a sort of external, as well as an internal, force,

itself something of a divinely ordained punishment.

In a foreign land to pine or rot away for their own and
their fathers’ iniquities is the punishment with which
the exilic or post -exilic author of Leviticus xxvi.

threatens the Israelites who disobey God’s laws.

The exiles themselves^ Ezekiel tells us, complained
that they were rotting away for their transgressions ;

the feeling of death—^is, perhaps, moral death as well

as physical death intended ?—^was upon them. The
51st Psalmist, as we have seen, declares that sin

was with him from the very first ; his transgressions

are ever before his mind. Ezekiel takes a double
line with those sorely crushed and disheartened men
who seemed unable to lift themselves by eflfort and
struggle from the slough of sinfulness and despond.
He first bids them save themselves^ and by his very

bidding implies that they can. It is not God who
wishes or wants them to sin : He has no pleasure in

their “ death.” “ Turn ye, turn ye from your evil

ways,” He urges them ;
“ cast away from you your

transgressions, repent and turn from your sins,

make you a new heart and a new spirit.''' You ought,

therefore you can. But in addition to this command.
He has also a gracious promise to give them for their

encouragement. “ A ne\y heart will I give you,

and a new spirit will I put within you, and I will

take away the stony heart out of your flesh, and will
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give yo^ian heart of flesh, and I wH put My spirit

within you, and ye shall walk in My statutes,”

Jeremiah had already said^ much the same. He,
too, had declared that Cjod would cleanse the

Israfelites from all their iniquity, and would_ pardem

their sins. He would put His “ fear ” in their

hearts so that they should not depart from Him

;

He would “*put His teaching in their inward parts

and write it in their hearts.” In the Psalms this

divine help is asked for, not as a gift for the nation

in the Messianic Age, but now, at once, for

individuals. “ Teach me to do Thy will.” ” Lead
me in the way everlasting.” “ Make me to know
Thy ways, O Lord; teach me Thy paths.” “ Teach
me Thy way, O Lord.” “ Teach me, O Lord, the

way of Thy statutes.” ” Let me not wander from
Thy commandments.” These utterances are none
of them from the 51st Psalm, but they lead up to

it. They all imply that God can and does Kelp

man to realise and to fulfil the divine law of goodness
and of right. Yet I fully admit that the author
of the 51st Psalm does more. To begin with, he
clearly asks from God more than mere forgiveness

of sin in the sense of remission or cessation of
punishment. He asks for that new heart which
Ezekiel had promised for every Israelite at t|ie

coming—^the near coming as he supposed—of tKe
Golden or Messianic Age. He does not say, ” Of
my own strength I cannot overcome my sin^ii

heart,” but he seems to imply it. He asks for a

divine cleansing, a “ supernatural ” or “ Super-
human ” purification. God must start him on the

way : God must open his mouth : God must renew
a ” firm ” spirit within *him—a tendency towards
the good ; God must uphold him

; God must buoy
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him up with the consciousness that the <fiyine spirit

of holiness » with him. Only then will he be clean

and feel clean ; only then will his crushed and
contrite heart (the only sacrifice and gift he now can
render) be enabled once%nore to rejoice

;
only then^

can he, having been taught by God what true

wisdom is, teach others the divine pathway
;
only

then will he be quit of this drag and turden of sin

which now is ever before his mind. We may,
perhaps, say that the author of Psalm xxxii. has

experienced the joy of that forgiveness, or rather of

that Inward regeneration., for which the other puts

up his prayer. For it is hardly going too far to

assume that he, too, is thinking of something more,

and of something more inward and more spiritual,

than outward punishment and its cessation. We
must, however, note that even according to the

doctrine of the 51st Psalm, if out of it we may
construct anything so formal, man is not inactive,

and may even be said to start the whole process.

He prays, and he is contrite : then only, so we may
conclude, were salvation and the new heart bestowed
upon him

; then only did the fetters of sin fall off

him : then only was he aware of this inward re-‘

demption and deliverance. And this, as we shall

§ee, is the Rabbinic doctrine of repentance : man
moves ap inch, God advances to him an ell. To
this view we still, I think, adhere : man is not the

mere passive recipient of the divine grace. He
longs for it

; he strives for it
;
he believes in it—^and

it comes.

How far is the Biblical doctrine of forgiveness

superficial So far as forgiveness means the mere
remission of punishment, it is ethically and religiously

uninteresting, and it may even be harmful. But
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even if i^ be taken to mean an inward change of

lieart, and therefore a changed relation to God, there

seem difficulties in the way. That sin separates

From God is intelligible enough. I suppose that

what we now can mean b)#the statement is not that

God’s love towards man is really changed by man’s

sin, still less that He is angry, but that the divine

love cannot operate, it cannot be apprehended ; the

links which connect, the influences which unite,

the currents that combine, God and m^n together

are broken or dulled by man’s iniquity. Jt is the

pure in heart who can feel and commune with God.
It is the pure in heart who alone, in the measure of

their purity, righteousness, and love, are at one with
Him. Hence, atonement must depend upon the

removal of sundering and separating sin. This
removal is effected by man’s repentance and God’s
forgiveness. Both must act for the result to be
achieved. The curtain is removed by contrition,

and the sun shines through and heals. It heals and
it renovates.

But once more we are met by the question: can
it heal and can it renovate ? Can man pass fnqpa

sin to righteousness, or from an old heart to a neW
heart, at a bound ? Can he start afresh ? .

*

Ezekiel’s doctrine seems much too psitwar^' ahd
easy, just as, from another point of view, it ra not
encouraging enough. Ezekiel was so anxious to

disentangle his listeners from the past, so keen -to
'

assert their separateness and distinctness from their

fathers, so resolute to maintain their free4oM and
independence, that he seems to exaggerate? .grossly

in his turn. He forgets the force of habit ; he
ignores character as a slow creation, not easily

changed whether for good or for evil he looks upon
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“ righteousness ” as a collection of actions, which
man is quite “ free ” to perform, whether they are

bad or good.' He seems to suppose that man can
pass and repass from sin to virtue, and from virtue

to- sin. It may, howevA", be questioned whether
by such criticism we, too, do not exaggerate.

Ezekiel is compelled to drive his point home with

the utmost emphasis. Hence, he has ^o stress one
aspect of the matter and to ignore the other. He
wishes to do two things, to impress two truths, and
both of tjbese truths are still valid and valuable. He
wants to caution and to encourage at one and the

same moment. As Dr. Davidson truly says, the

prophet seeks (in modern language) to assert that
“ however much a man’s past may influence his

nature and even his personality, yet the personality

can take up a new position towards God, and thus

gradually overcome even the evil of its own nature.” ^

This, on the one hand, but, on the other hand, he
desires to put in a caution. Man is always liable to

sin. He is never so rooted in righteousness that he
has become sinless or incapable of sin. In homely
pl^rase :

“ It is never too late to mend.” But it is

also never too late to sin. The new heart is never^

complete. No man is so regenerate that he is

incapable of iniquity. To suppose that he is so

hiay fead, and indeed has led, to strange aberrations

and antinomianism.

Now this doctrine, though in need of deepening
•and amplification, still holds good. And this double
outlook upon life—no despair and no carelessness

—

is characteristically Jewish. Habits are formed and
character. But they can^be broken through. The
bondage of sin (like the s*ecurity of virtue) is never

^ Theology of the Old Testament

^

p. 2^3.
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absolute a«d complete. Yet from bur religious

point of view we may be more hopeful of the solidity

of righteousness than we need be fearful of the

servitude of sin. For against sin and the bad habit

and the old evil heart two forces can and do operate :

first, man’s margin of effort, his contrition, his

resolve
;
then, God’s love and the redemptive agency

of His hoi/ spirit. Whereas to upset the good
habit and the new heart there is only one force : the

remnants of the “ old Adam ” with the temptations

of circumstance. In other words, God helps us to

become good : neither He nor aught beyond our-

selves drives us to do wickedness or become evil.

The religious man feels that sin is all his own, but

his virtue is less native than given.

We may, perhaps, fitly add here that the higher

Old Testament teaching, including Ezekiel and the

51st Psalm, is always healthy and encouraging. It

is easily understood, and is true so far as it goes.

But while it would be very unfair to say that the Old
Testament writers do not realise that sin springs from
the heart, it is, perhaps, not inaccurate to say that

they did not sufficiently realise how sin affects the
heart ; or again how righteousness affects the hea'rt,

or how love—the love of God, the love of mau—^^can

affect the heart. The religious psychology M sin

and of regeneration had not been pushed very far.

There is much development, much new thought and
experience, in these difficult regions, both in the
New Testament and in the Rabbinical litet:ature.

The effect of the Law and of its central and dominat-
ing position in Judaism was very curious. On the .

one hand, combined with or illumined by a great
experience, it produced in Paul a violent antagonisni
to itself, and a new theory of sin and its overthrow.
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On .the other l^nd, in the Rabbis it produced not

so much a new, as a developed, theory of sin in which
this very law plays the part of the good physician

;

with Paul the strength o^sin, with the Rabbis thq

Law is sin’s medicine and overthrow. Paul and
the Rabbis, though in violent antagonism to each

other, may yet both have something of*value to say

to us to-day. For, looking back upon them from
the vantage ground of nearly two thousand years,

we, in all humility, can “ place ourselves above
them.”

Meanwhile it is desirable to note that the idea of

divine forgiveness was never allowed to weaken the

need of repentance and reformation. The sacrifices

which the Law ordained as sin-offerings and guilt-

offerings were limited in their scope. Professor

Toy says very rightly :
“ The Jewish Law made no

attempt to provide an atonement for all sins
;

its re-

striction in this respect is noteworthy. The offences

for which it does provide are, first, sins of ignorance

(Lev. iv.) ; and secondly, certain slighter ceremonial

offences, failure to testify in a court of justice, and
false dealings in money matters (Lev. v.. Ad.). To
this must be added the expiation of the great day
of atonement (Lev. xvi.), which, however, was of a

purely national character and could have had no
bearing on individual sins. Offences other than

those above mentioned were regarded by the Jewish
Law as committed against society, and were punished'

accordingly. So far as they were regarded also as

committed against God, they were expiated only by
the punishment inflicted by the state, the whole law,

civil and religious, being the enactment of God.” ^

Of a truth the prophetic protest against grosser

^ Toy, op, cit, p. 126.
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conceptions bad sunk into, the heart even of the

priestly legislators to whom sacrifices and offerings

were so precious and so dear. The prophetic condi-

tions for forgiveness are repentance and amendment:
a severely practical test, which is never obsolete

and can never safely be forgotten. Isaiah’s grand

words which? as Toy says, put forward the prophetic

view with “ admirable clearness and fulness,” ring

through the ages : they can never lose their force.

“ Wash you, make you clean
;
put away the evil of

your doings.from before God’s eyes; cease to do
evil

;
learn to do well

;
seek justice, relieve the

Oppressed, judge the fatherless, plead for the widow.”
But here again we have the assumption that the

cleansing and the reformation are in man’s own will

to neglect or to perform.

Soon after the time at which Ezekiel was making
his protest against false ideas of solidarity, and the

visitation of the sins of the fathers upon the children,

an even greater prophet than he broached the con-

ception of a higher solidarity and of a vicarious

atonement. To men of antiquity the state or the

nation was a unity and possessed a personality of

its own. It did not seem unjust that all should
suffer because some had sinned, though it was also

held that the virtues of a few could compensate for

the iniquities of many. Sacrifices for collective

sins, expiation or atonement in spectacular form
and with peculiar rites, for national iniquity, seemed
reasonable and right. Such ideas continued even
after Old Testament times, and a measure of truth

we are disposed to find in them even to-day. We,
too, hold that a society,*^ religious brotherhood, a

nation, constitute in some real sense a unity, and
are more than the units of which they are composed.
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There is such a thing as national wrongdoing and
sinfulness, and there may justly be such a thing a$

national punishment and national expiation. But
the prophet goes further. He advances to a higher

and more voluntary solidarity. That the many may
have to suffer because of the sins of a few may be

a stern fact in the methods of God’s ru^e: that many
may benefit by the virtues of a few may be the

gracious obverse of the same fact. The prophet,

however, teaches that the few may voluntarily accept

pain and suffering for the benefit and the moral

redemption of many. Voluntary sacrifice : here was

a new and wonderful conception, not merely in the

development of righteousness, but also in the

development of the idea of the conquest of sin.

The sin offering is not the slaughter of ignorant

animals, but the voluntary self-surrender of men.
Thus, the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah opens up new
vistas of thought.

But the doctrine is exceptional. Common, how-
ever, to the whole of Old Testament teaching, and
not less precious, is the appeal to, and the trust in,

the mercy of God. Man and God are brought

directly together without intercessor or mediator,

without sacrifice or piacular rites. It may be that

the forgiveness sought is often only the*remission of

punishment. Nevertheless, with this remission there

would also be effected the removal of the sin. It

was inevitable that the very thought of this direct

appeal to God should become spiritually deepened.
“ As a father pities his children, so God pities them
that fear Him. As the heaven is high above the

earth, so great is His loving-kindness towards them
that fear Him.” And what happens .i* Partly^

it is true, that He does not punish us as we
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deserve : ijut partly, that far as the east is from the

west, sp far does He remove our transgressions from

us. “ He subdues., or treads down, our iniquities :

He. casts them away from us into the depths of the

sea.‘” This is surely more than the remission of

‘punishment : it is akin to the cleansing of the heart

;

to the gift o^ the new spirit ; to the indwelling of

Himself—His own holy spirit, of which we have

already heard.

How far do the Old Testament writers g^ve an

fmpression that they view sin with loathing and
hatred ? How far do they regard it as an inward

defilement, and therefore with anguish, or as an

alienation from God, and therefore with horror ?

We can, I think, find indications of such a view in

various passages of the Prophets and the Psalter.

And we have seen how the writer of the great eighth

chapter of Proverbs regards folly, which for him iS

equivalent to sin, as the purveyor of the soul’s sick-

ness and death, and wisdom as the giver of its health

and life. But, perhaps, it is not without a certaiq

distinctive value that the Old Testament writers a^t
»ot overwhelmed by sin, just as they are pot oycr^

whelmed by sorrow. They hold that human hi^i-
ness is as possible as human misery, and humian
righteousness as real as human sin. A S6rt of

humble cheerfulness seems to be their characteristic;

not fretting overmuch because of human frailty,

yet not careless or indifferent; eager to do the utmost
that human endeavour can, yet not forgetful of the

need for divine assistance ; withal leaving the issue

with trust and prayer in the hands of God. I am
inclined to think that this, attitude (which it is not
unfair to ascribe to them) has still a value for us

to-day. It has the dangers of any doctrine, or
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application of the doctrine, of the Mean, but it has

also its advantages and its truth.

Moving on from sin to righteousness, I need
merely allude in passing to the nature of it

according to Old Testanrent teaching, for specula-

tion on this subject is wanting. God is as much
the author of moral, as He is of cerenripnial, enact-

ments : such is the view both of oldest and latest

writers. Yet to the prophets the ceremonial enact-

ments fall away: what God requires (besides His
exclusive worship) is righteousness, and righteousness

only. It cannot be said that the question whether
righteousness is what it is because God demands or

ordains it, or whether God demands it because it is

what it is, is ever faced or raised. Is goodness the

law of God, or is the law of God goodness ? But to

the ordinary believer the question is of no practical

consequence. The good God can only care for and
require goodness. “ What does Yahweh require

of thee but to do justice, and to love mercy, and to

w;alk humbly with thy God ? ” This famous pro-

•^^tic utterance remains for ever great, emphatic,

•rifreshing, life-giving, even in its very simplicity.

It is <bne of the cases where simplicity can be both
august and true.

Incidentally we have seen that the higher Old
Testament thinkers realised well enough that right-

eousness was an internal condition of the soul, a

state of the heart, issuing in deeds, but not identical

with deeds. It is true that the domination of the

Law tended on its evil side to the externalising of

righteousness. Goodness tended to be looked at

as a series of actions, and, moreover, as a series

of specified actions ; the good man was npt he
who possessed a good heart, whose will was good
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and set on goodness, but rather he who avoided

certain specified prohibitions (both ceremonial and
moral) and performed certain specified injunctions.

Such a view of goodness tends to lower it in various

directions, (i) It confounds the moral and cere-

monial together: both are ingredients of the Law;
dhey tend tq become equal in value. Indeed, the

stress tends to be placed upon the ceremonial rather

than upon the moral enactments, for they are easier,

and more distinctive of the particular “ church,”
“ denomination,” or ” party.” (2) It lowers the

ideal, for it is comparatively easy to fulfil, in a more
or less outward manner, any series of laws. (3) It

tends to make goodness negative, for it is easier

to abstain from violating prohibitions than it is to

fulfil injunctions. (4) It tends to self-righteous-

ness, for the cool, strict legalist will be proud of his

easy outward conformity, especially in all ceremonial

matters, and in all the prohibitions and negative

precepts of the code. (5) It makes goodness and
wickedness a mere matter of more or less. If tiie

code contains 743 injunctions, including both ce^
monial and moral, positive and negative enactments,

the man who fulfils 372 is more good than bad,

whereas the man who fulfils 371 is more bad than
good. The very inaccurate and outward nature of
such a conception is now obvious to us all. (It is

another question : How has it become so obvious to us
all .?) A man, as God sees things, even as clumsy
man sees things, who does iittle and often fails, may
yet be morally worth much more than he who does

much and fails seldom. And so on. The passion

for righteousness is chilled and even extinguished.

Ideal and performance are both degraded. It is

ignored that the highest righteousness is not avoid-
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ing a series of prohibitions and fulfilling a series of
injunctions, but a complete conformity of the will

to the ideal, a measureless giving and loving.

Goodness is also unselfishness, absolute and self-

regardless, whereas legaltsm can - he well consistent

with selfishness. For the law may be observed for the

observer’s sake, and if its fulfilment in\^lves giving a

tithe to the “poor,” the gift may be rendered without

love, to fulfil the code and reap the reward. Pride

is stimulated, and with pride—self-righteousness,

contempt of others, formalism, and all that is meant
by the depreciatory term “ Pharisaism.”

All this was undoubtedly the danger of the Law.
It is remarkable to what an extent and how often

these dangers must have been avoided, and how
well the knowledge was kept alive that the root of

righteousness was the good heart.

Another danger in the Law was connected with

the conception of God as the giver of punishments
and rewards. Such a conception always contains

within it a certain danger. Live so as to avoid the

punishment and to obtain the reward. When to

this conception of God and life a complicated code
is added, which maps out the whole of duty in laws,

ceremonial as well as moral, the danger of looking

at all life as a field for the reaping of reward and the

avoidance of punishment is vastly increased. The
wise man is he who orders his life to the best profit.

He fulfils more laws than he will transgress, and
will reap, upon the balance, a sure reward. His
whole view o^ life receives a false and selfish orienta-

tion. Legalism stimulates the passion and lust for

reward, the fear of, and* the worry about, punish-

ment. From this point of view, too, it degrades

goodness and cheapens it.
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Tjbei*e is a third danger of legalism, and that

is its intellectual element; Th^re was a,pre-legal

strain in Judaism which tended to inerease this

danger. For, apart from^ the Law, there was a

c^tain line of thought (of which we see the product
in the book of Proverbs) which tended to confound
wisdom and g^oodness. The Law strengthened this

tendency. One had to know the Law in order to

fulfil it. And on the whole, to know it well moved
in the direction of keeping it well. There was a
.certain consistency between knowledge and perform-
ance, just as there was a certain merit in study and
knowledge for their own sakes. The professional

teachers of the Law (like the bootmaker who extols

his leather) were naturally inclined to magnify this

consistency. They tended to look down upon the

ignorant, who, clearly, if they did not know, could
not perform, and perhaps even cared neither to

know nor to perform. Here, then, was another
opening for pride, exclusiveness, formalism, and a
false and narrow intellectualism. ,

How was Judaism, which undoubtedly went
through a long and intense legal stage, from which
it is only now emerging (while even we do not
wholly evict law from religion), enabled to avoid,

or, at any rate, if it did not wholly avoid, yet largely

to triumph over, these dangers ? Perhaps partly
because of the very nature of the Law itself^ and
partly because the Sacred Scripture, while it contained
the Law (which was regarded as the best and most
inspired portion of the whole), yet also contained
the Prophets and the Psalms. Or, in other words,
because the prophetic teaching was never wholly
forgotten, or because the Prophets (inconsistent with
the Law as their teaching partly was) had yet partly
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begotten and produced the Law. No priest, no
law ; but also, in this case, no prophet, no law.

Now the Law not only included a number of
ceremoniaf enactments, both positive and negative^

but as a code it did contarn those moral and spiritual^

dangers which have already been pointed out. On
the other hand, the Law included enactments which
could only with difficulty be fulfilled in an outward,

perfunctory, self-regarding, cheese-paring, and selfish

way. It asked for the love of neighbour and of

resident alien, it asked for the love of God. And
these two laws were moved from early days (let it be
noted, not merely byJesus) to a position of superiority

and of primacy. Again, the heart was not wholly

quenched even in the Law 1 The neighbour was
not to be hated in the heart

;
God was to be loved

with all the heart. “ Thou shalt not covet the

tenth word could hardly be obeyed except /row the

heart.

But these are, perhaps, casuistical elegances.

The real and fundamental reason I conceive why the

dangers were so often and so largely avoided was
because the Prophets and the Law together succeeded

somehow in making the service ofGod into a passion.

God and His Law were loved, and they were loved

not merely because men were asked to love them.
God and His Law were so loved that the fulfilment

of the Law was carried out for its own sake, and not

merely for the reward. And pity and kindness are

such prominent characteristics of the Law that they,

too, sank deep into the Jewish heart, and were

performed for more than reward, and more than

outwardly, and more thaij perfunctorily. God was
so loved that the imitation of Him was sought for

its own sake. And to imitate God meant pity.
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meant iin«!ant a good and a holy^ life, meant a
tender and a laving h^rt. Believe that God is good
and loVe* Him, and all the rest follows;- Bwieve
that He is pitiful and loving as well as just and holy,

and whatever your system, oe it legal or be it Pauline,

sd long as you love Him enough, true goodness and
uncalculating^ unselfishness will ensue.

One aspect, however, of goodness, according to

Old Testament conceptions, must be more specific-

ally considered. We have already, indeed, alluded

to it. It is the identification, or, at all events,

the close coincidence, of goodness with wisdom.

Judaiem is still a debtor to the book of Proverbs, and
especially to the introductory chapters. We still

emphasise the idea that God is the guarantee of

truth as well as of righteousness : the God of know-
ledge and wisdom as well as the God of goodness

and love. One need not be learned in order to love

God and goodness, or to do good and to be good.

That is true. But wise love is better than foolish

love, and wise goodness than foolish goodness. It

may even be questioned if, within its own sphere,

love is true love, or goodness is true goodness, if it

be not wise. Moreover, true religion must be a

religion which is suited and adapted to the sage as

well as to the simpleton
;

it must be a religion which
can be formulated in a theology, and which is

congruent with truth in all departments of know-
ledge, historical, literary, scientific. In ail these

ways, then, Judaism, and Liberal Judaism not least,

accept and cherish that praise of wisdom, that

denouncement of folly, with which the introductory •

chapters of Proverbs reacji so magnificent a climax.

We, too, co-ordinate wisdom and righteousness and
happiness and life; we, too, would say that they^
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that hate wisdom “love death." / The iatellectual

elempijt in religion, a. marked future in Judaism,
has it|^ dangers, but we cling to it, openreyed, none
the less. *

It is needless to say much as to the actual content

of righteousness as the Old Testament writers con-

ceived it. The main virtues are just^e and pity,

charitableness and loving-kindness
:

justice in all

the public and private dealings of man with man

;

and beyond Justice, compassion and loving-kindness.

These all lead up to, or flow together into, the

cardinal command, “ Thou shalt love neighbour and
resident alien as thyself," which at the lowest meant,
“ Thou shalt love as thyself 999 out of every

1000 {jersons with whom thou hast to do.” I am
willing to give up the thousandth person to the tender

mercies of those critics who love to harp upon the

point that “ neighbour " in Lev. xix. 18 means only

“fellow-countryman,” and “stranger” in Lev.

xix. 34 means only “ resident alien.” Of whom
else were a man’s neighbours composed in those

days but fellow-countrymen and resident aliens ? It

is true that the Law does not say, “ Thou shalt love

thy fellow-ma» as thyself." And it is true that the

national enemies of Israel were not loved, but hated.

But we are considering the ethics of every day, not

the ethics of war. We may, however, admit a

certain ;^rticularism. The love of man as man had
still to be inculcated, but so far as we are concerned,

and for our purposes to-day, we need not worry about
this limitation, such as it is. The love of fellow-

countrymen and resident aliens is almost as sufKcing-

for us as it was for our anpestors, for almost all the'

people with whom we come into daily contact are

.one or the other. And the vnditt justification—^thc
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love of man as man—-we can add. We hawe li^rnt

to do so from many sourcas—Rabbis, ^ew .Testa-

ment, Stoics, all three.

Besides justice and .pity, charitableness and
loving - kindness, there soe other virtues as ' well.

Sdf- control, truthfulness, contentment, huihflity»

cheerfulnes^, gentleness, placability, and forgiving-

neSs—these are all specifically mentioned and prais^

in the book of Proverbs.^ It is customary rather to

look down upon Proverbs for its bourgeois and«homely

ethics. But, after all, a man who had all the virtues

I have just mentioned, and had them rooted in the

fear of God, would not by any means be a bad
specimen of humanity. Even in sheer morality we
can still learn a thing or two from Old Testament

ideals. Only we must be allowed to have the whole

Old Testament to pick and choose from, whether

the Psalter with its good summary, “ clean hands

and a pure heart,” or the Law with its command to

love our neighbour as ourselves. An Old Testament
from which the 1 9th chapter of Leviticus is excluded

would not serve our turn. As to the limitations of

the Old Testament doctrine of forgiveness some-
thing may be said later on. But as it stands in

Proverbs, it goes pretty far. And to Proverbs we

^ If our purpose were to discuss Old Testament morality as a whole, it

would be necessary to discuss the alleged self>nghteousne88 of some Old Testa-

ment writers, notably some of the Psalmists. There is undoubtedly 80|»jkthing

in the charge, and it is a danger to which legalism, and the posleseion of

a national religion and a national religious consciousness higher and purer

than their neighbours, made the Jews peculiarly liable. The PsalmistsWho
seem most self-righteous do not, however, claim to be sinless. They only claim

and feel that they do, at all events* xmsh to fulfil God’s law and that their heart

is set Godwards. They are honestly seeking to walk m the ways of God fcf.

Davidson, Old Testament Theohgyy p. 275). Moreover, self-righteous Bsajms
have a national reference. As compared with the opptliiors of Israel Israel,

and the writer’s party or friends more especially, are rightemHi^^ But undoubtedly
national self-righteousness might easily become individual Sidf-righteOiuSness (c^

yudaism and Christfanityy^^,
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must add Exo(kus xxiii. 4, 5, and Leviticua xix.

17, - i|,, ’The resultant code is not a bad one*

Let hlfi Who has never failed to obey it, and to

att up to ifr in the spirit as in the letter, be the»s

one to cast upon it the nrst stone. Shall I set it

down baldly as it stands
' *“ Whoso rewards evil for good, eyl shall not

depart out of his house. The discretion of a man
makes him long-suffering : it is his glory to pass over

a transgression. Say not thou, I will recompense
evil; .wait on the Lord, and He shall save thee. Say
not, I will do so to him as he has done to me: I will

render to the man according to his work. Hatred
stirs up strife : but love covers all sins. Rejoice not

when thine enemy falls, and let not thine heart be
glad when he stumbles, lest the Lord see it, and it

^splease Him, and He turn away His wrath from
him (to thee). If thine enemy be hungry, give him
bread to eat ; if he be thirsty, give him water to

drink ; for thou shalt heap coals of fire upon his head,

and Yahweh will reward thee. If thou meet thine

enemy’s ox or his ass going astray, thou shalt surely

bring it back to him again. If thou see the ass of
him that hates thee lying under his burden, thou
shalt forbear to leave it to him alone; thou shalt

surely loosen it with him. Thou shalt not hate thy
brother in thy heart; thou shalt not avenge, or bear
any grudge against the children of thy people, but
thod shalt love thy neighbour as thyself: I am
Yahweh.”
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Section VII » % •

Suffering and Evil in the Old TEStAMENT,
TOGETHER WITH TiIe CONCEPTION OF THE
Golden Age

Wc hav^ already noticed how in the Old Testa-

ment there is a prevailing tendency to link together

suffering and sin. If calamity befalls me, the outside

observer may infer from it that I am receiving the,

just retribution for committed sins. And, again, if

I have committed sins, I may expect punishment

;

and punishment means pain, suffering, calamity.

It is needless to indicate here the unsatisfactory

inaccuracy and externalism of this tendency or

doctrine. We are all familiar with its weaknesses.

Moreover, this book seeks to find out what is still

true and valuable in the Old Testament for us to-day

:

it has not to set forth inadequacies and errors. It

will be more suitable for our purpose to observe

how the Old Testament itself here and there critkis«»

and modifies its own doctrine. But before this of
anything else is done, it is desirable to point out how
the equation of suffering and sin marks a distinct

stage in an ethical and unitary conception and
interpretation of the world. It does so, at least,

in that application or treatment of the equation
whereby all suffering is a punishment for sin inflicted

upon the evil-doer by the moral will of Yahweh.
Behind the doctrine in this developed form of it,

there lies a long period in which different explana-

tions of suffering jostled each other. Before Yahwch
became the one God of Israel and the ultimate

cause of all that happens to man, a ,given ailamity

might be thought to be due to some other divine or
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seaxi-divinc^gchcj^, and not necessarily to Him^ . Or,
again, before the ^dividual had, as it were, asserted

or discovered hia, religious rights and independence,

suffering might be suppo^d just to happen. It was
not Yahweh’s doing; it was not Yahweh’s concern.

And if it was not Yahweh’s doing, neither was it

.

the result of the individual’s sin. Again, as the

ordinary citizen was just a tiny limb of the corporate

body, he had to suffer if the whole suffered. Nor
did he complain. The suffering might, indeed, be
the punishment of sin, but it was rather national

sin than individual sin. The particular individual

might, or might not, be guilty, but he had to suffer

with the rest. Or the guilt might be the grand-

father’s or the father’s, and not his own. For did

not Yahweh visit the sins of the fathers upon the

children ? Or, lastly, even though the suffering

was sent by Yahweh, and sent direct, and without
relation or reference to state or ancestors, yet it need
not necessarily be assumed that it was sent because of
sin. ' For Yahweh (like every god) had unaccount-
able moods : He was not obliged to render an account
of His actions. And His reasons for His deeds and
His -risitations were sometimes unfathomable.

It is clear that all these older views (of which
some are older than others) might render suffering

much less painful to endure. If, at all events, my
private calamity comes because it comes, aiid with-

out the will and intention of Yahweh, or if it is

due to my nation’s sin and not to my own, or if I

can lay the blame upon my grandfather, or if some
malignant spirit be the author, or if it is, indeed,

due to Yahweh, but not to Yahweh the judge and
retributiop-deajer, but to Yahweh the moody, the

unaccountable, the irresponsible, then I need not
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bother my head about it any longer. I must just

grin and bear it as best I can. I need hot worry

as to what known or unknown sins I may have

committed, nor can my neighbour wag his head at

me in condemnation and rebuke.

Thus difficulties are avoided. But they are

avoided at^ considerable cost. Or, rather, it was

necessary to incur the difficulties, in order to obtain

the higher conception of Yahweh, and the higher

conception of the individual. If any event or

phenomenon is due to Yahweh, it must be due to

His righteousness and love. Nothing that He
does can be outside the range of His character.

Nor can any event or phenomenon be due to any
other divine agency than Yahweh, for no such agency

exists. And over and above the relation of the

community to Yahweh, there is the relation to Him
of the individual. No individual is too small for

Him to care for: and if He is thejudge or the father

of a king. He is also the judge and the father of

the humblest of the king’s subjects. The difficulties

and the troubles were, therefore, worth having, for

the gain was greater than the loss. Ri^igious

troubles which spring from a higher conception of
God are better than a cheerfulness or insouciance

which depends upon a lower view of Him.
The bad part of the trouble is, I suppose, that

the lower views did, nevertheless, include facts,

which facts have somehow to be assimilated, or

made consistent, with the higher views. For it is

true that in national calamities the innocent suffer

as well as the guilty. It is true that, as a result, if

not as a punishment, of parental sin, children suffer.

If, then, God is the ultimate cause of all which
befalls man, and if nothing that He does is outside
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the sco|Je .'and range of His goodness, and if the

individual’s calamities are to have some reason over

and above his nation and his parents, nothing except

sin seemed left over. Eor the Hebrews knew
j

nothing of any semi-evasions, such as that God acts

through general laws, and that what befalls the

individual is not the direct effluence 06 the divine

will.

Hence the better and holier Yahweh became, and
the more intimate His relation with each individual

Israelite, the deeper did the religious mind tend to

sink into the mire. The more inevitable did it

appear that calamity betokened sin. The more
did every Eliphaz seem justified in condemning his

Job, or the more did every Job torture his soul

with self-accusations or with doubts of the divine

justice. The more could the prosperity of the wicked
puzzle the observer, or the prosperity of the careless

increase his self-righteousness and his pride. For
what else could calamity betoken but sin, or what
else could prosperity betoken but righteousness ?

For here is another marked feature of Old Testa-

ment -i^octrine, a feature which is both a weakness

and a strength. The Old Testament thinkers never

despised outward prosperity, or made light of sorrow
and pain. The goods of sense were neither illusive

nor indifferent. They were both real and precious.

And the Old Testament thinkers never made any
clear, clean-cut, and profound distinction between
what we now commonly call physical evil and moral
evil, between the evils of the body and the evils of

the soul. They never approached the stern doctrine

of the Stoics that nothing really matters except virtue

and vice, or that the only good is virtue and the only

evil is vice. It might have saved much agony of
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soul had they don^ so, but, on the other hand, it is

doubtful whether it would not have tended to make
them captains without an army. The writers of

the Psalter are less free,# and more worried about

outward sufferings, than Epictetus or Aurelius, but

.nevertheless the Psalter has been (and will be) the

comfort, the encouragement, and the joy of millions,

whereas Epictetus and Aurelius can probably never

be more than the sober solace of the few. Can we
imagine a Stoic Psalter at all ? Yet we shall always

need our Stoics as a supplement, and their austere

and uncompromising message will never be out of

date. As we shall see, neither the Rabbis nor Jesus

can wholly supply their place. It is true, for in-

stance, that Jesus said magnificently, “ What shall

it profit a man if he shall gain the whole world, and
forfeit his own soul ? ”, but by this solemn question

he meant less to emphasise that the only good worth
having is righteousness than, in view of the new life,

and of the fortunes of the soul, after death, to assert

the extreme inadvisability and short-sightedness of
vice.

So far, however, as the sufferings of eartlily life

are concerned, the whole conditions of the problem
were utterly changed by the new doctrine of the

future life of blessedness or misery. Once believe

in that, and neither the wretchedness of the good
nor the prosperity of the wicked need affect you.

Either can be more than made good after death.

Had the author of Job lived in the age of Hillel, or

Jesus, or Akiba, he would never have composed his

book. And it was not only the conception of future

compensation which changed men’s view of earthly

fcHaty or earthly pain. When it was also held that

the joys of heaven would not only be more durable
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tluip the joys of earth, but different and higher in

Mnd.^ it was inevitable that as the sorrows of earth

bec4|ne more beanible, so the joys of earth should

also become less preciojis. There was a certain

tendency t6 approach towards the Stoic depreciation’^

of the outward, though along a very different road^

and for a very different reason. It is a curious fact

that in Judaism, in spite of the intens^y passionate

conviction with which men clung to the doctrine of

the future life, this depreciatory tendency towards

earthly joys (or earthly sorrows) never went very

far. Judaism always held the balance even, so to

speak, between this life and the next. It always

wanted to believe that this world as well as the

other was the creation of God, and that there should

be, there could be, there ought to be, a kingdom of

God upon earth as well as in heaven. And this

belief leads on to or involves that other belief of

Judaism, to which I have already alluded, that there

is some true, reasonable, and therefore divinely willed

correspondence between virtue and prosperity, and
between calamity and vice. The best earthly life

towaf|is which men should strive, and therefore the

life which God wills for the Golden Age, is at least

not a life in which the most righteous should be
outwardly the most miserable, and the most wicked
should be outwardly the most prosperous. That
honesty is the most prosperous policy has a deep
meaning.

This seems to me the first kernel of abiding
y^ue in the Old Testament doctrine that suffering

betokens sin. It is only putting the same truth in

different form if we say
^
that there is a true sense

in which, in the long run, virtue, is rewarded by
felicity, and wickedness punished by suffering. But



THJ^GLB TESTAMENT AND AFTER

this fom of the doctrine goes, in another sense,

beyond the other. It is not said or implied what
kind the felicity and the suffering may be. They
can, in truth, be inward as^well as outward, and may
be the more intense because the more inward. It is

only in this sense that Judaism still desi^s to main-

tain Old Testament teaching. There »-nn God’s

world and will such a thing as punishment, and
there is such a thing as reward. That, I take it, is

the second kernel of abiding value in the doctrine

that suffering betokens sin. But as to the nature

of that punishment, and as to the nature of that

reward, we can move, and we have moved, far

beyond Old Testament limits.

The prevailing Old Testament teaching, like

many other teachings of antiquity, lays much stress

upon the end. Long life is a divine blessing, but

not less a peaceful and prosperous end is a divine

blessing. Solon’s general doctrine, if not his special

and beautiful examples of that doctrine, is quite

on Old Testament lines. The end of life, the
manner of death, compensate for much. A happy
and peaceful death is an adequate make-weight to

much continued misfortune. So, too, much and long
prosperity is discounted by a sudden and riiolent

death. But even a sudden and violent death may
be got over when you believe in an endless life

beyond death. And if you can sink your own
happiness in the well-being of your country, that is

another way in which you can also get over it. It

was in accordance with the prevailing optimistic

temper of the Jews, and with the intensity of their

feith in God, that they rarqly despaired of the future.

The Golden Age of the prophets was ahead and not
behind. It lay in the future, not in the past. And
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this prophetic conception was always maintained.

Moreover, in spite of the acquisition and the retensi

tion of a foil religious individualism, there was kept

up a double kind of coi^orate feeling. Israel re^^,

mained a personality, and if Israel’s calamity pointed

to Israel’s sin, every member of Israel shouldered

his share of the burden. “ Ahshomrq^, bagodnu."

The confession of sin in the first person plural was
felt by every one who uttered it. A measure of

responsibility for national delinquencies may justly

be felt by us all. To that extent we still share in

the old doctrine which Israel and the Jews never

abandoned. But, secondly, if you feel yourself one
with your nation, sharing with it in its troubles, you
can be comforted by your faith in the certainty of

its future glory. You will be ready to suffer with

it, without murmuring or despair; just as, with a

further turn of ethical development, you will be
ready to suffer for it. I think that, at any rate, the

first of these two readinesses may be found in the

Old Testament scriptures. That is all the more
significant because of the absence of any belief in

a personal life of blessedness beyond the grave. It

betokens all the greater faith in God, all the finer

willingness to sink and waive your own claims for

happiness in the happiness of your country. It is

this good sort of individual unselfishness and of

corporate solidarity which we can, I am inclined to

think, still learn to appreciate, less from any par-

ticular passages or texts of the Old Testament thah

from its general tendency and spirit. The in-

dividual gives himself to the nation, and so long as

the cause and the nation .prosper and triumph, he

asks nothing more and nothing better for himself.

And he feels this contentment and fafeh, even though
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lie knows that this prosperity and triumph are to

come after his death, and not before it.

The Golden Age of the prophets is always a

combination of the outwajjd and the inward. The
picture drawn in the 6oth chapter of Isaiah is a fair

average view, though somewhat more particular-

istic, perhapf ,
than usual. Israel is prosperous and

rich, but, in addition to the gold and the silver, its

officers are peace, and its governors are righteousness.

God is unto the Israelites an everlasting light, and
“ they shall be all righteous.” Another writer

predicts a wonderful longevity, but he does not

expect sinlessness, “ for the sinner who dies at a

hundred years old shall be regarded as accursed.”
Much nobler are the conceptions of the Golden Age
in earlier chapters ofthe book. The Messiah Prince
of the iith chapter is to rule over a regenerate
people. The land shall be full of the knowledge of
the Lord as the waters cover the sea. Gentleness
and peace shall spread even to the animal world.
We have already heard how Jeremiah (if he be,
indeed, the author) looked forward to a time when
the divine teaching would be graven in the hearts of
the people, when all, from the greatest to the least,

would know the Lord. And to know Him meant to
all the prophets the same thing. It meant justice,

compassion, loving-kindness, humility, the whole
gamut of the virtues. All the children of Israel
” shall be disciples of Yahwch, and great shall be
their peace.” And through Israel the knowledge
of God shall be diffused over the world’s face.
** Out of Zion shall go forth the teaching and the
word of Yahweh from .Jerusalem.” Then God
will cause all wars to cease. The peoples shall
“ beat their swords into ploughshares and their
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spears into pruning-hooks ; nation shall not lift

up sword against nation ; neither shall they learn

war any more.” These beautiful pictures, dreams,

predictions, call them what you will, can never losis

their value or their charm. We still drink at the

fountain of their inspiration, and we hear the echo
of them in many a Psalm. " One sl^ll say, I am
Yahweh’s ; and another shall proclaim the name of

Jacob ;
and another shall mark on his hand :

‘ unto

Yahweh,* and give titles of honour to the name of

Israel.” For Israel, God’s servant, has been called

to be “ a light unto the nations,” his duty is “ to open
the blind eyes, to bring out the prisoners from the

prison,” so that through Israel
“
God’s salvation

may reach unto the ends of the earth.” Yet will

God “ gather others unto Israel besides those of

him that are gathered,” so that God’s “ house shall

be called a house of prayer for all peoples.” The
hope, which these verses so grandly and simply

express, has never been extinguished in Israel and
in Judaism. No persecution could wholly quench
it : it might be dormant for a time ; it might be
crusted over with particularism and a desire for

revenge
;
but it was always ready to reappear ; it has

in it a principle of continued life
; its universalism

is in accordance with the other fundamental doctrines

of Judaism
;
and now it has sprung up into the fore-

front of our consciousness and as the final key to all

our hopes, our efforts, and our sacrifices. Communal
calamities, at any rate, are explicable or endurable
upon this missionary hypothesis. In this light they

are transfigured. For that end Israel can fitly re-

peat the prophetic words, and find in them patience

and encouragement. “ The Lord God has opened
mine ears and I was not rebellious, neither turned
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away back. I gave my back to the smiters, and my
cheeks to them that plucked off the hair : I hid not

my jfoce from shame and spitting.” No grander,

holier, or more satisfying fexplanation of Israel’s

sufferings can be suggested than that put forward

in the famous 53rd chapter of Isaiah. If, indeed,

the nations #re the speaker (and it is delightful

to think that, whether rightly or wrongly, this has

been, the predominating view of Jewish interpreters

throughout the ages), then what can be more com-
forting and more spiritual,^ more ethical and more
religious, than the immortal words :

“ Surely he has

borne csar sicknesses and carried our pains : whereas
we regarded him as stricken, smitten of God and
afflicted. But he was wounded for our trans-

gressions
;
he was bruised for our iniquities ;

the

chastisement which led unto our peace was upon him;
and by his stripes we have been healed.” Because
he poured out his soul unto death, therefore shall

he cause many to become righteous
;
“he bore

their iniquities and made intercession for the

transgressors.” Whether the figure be Israel or

no, the doctrine remains the same. Voluntary
self-sacrifice for the sake of others : their spiritual

healing through his voluntarily accepted pain. This
is the finest palliative of suffering which human
thought and human love have yet devised.

We do not find this palliative elsewhere in the Old
Testament than in this one chapter of Isaiah. But
in one Maccabean Psalm we get the conception of
siiffering for a cause. “ For Thy sake,” the words
run, “ for Thy sake are we killed all the day long.”
Here in germ is the idea of martyrdom. We shall

see in another chapter how the conception was
fruitfully developed by the Rabbis.
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Another palliative of which the Rabbis made
great use is also found in a simpler form in the Old
Testament scriptures. It is the idea of discipline

;

as the Greeks saw too: *ra^»;/<.a ;jiA9rfim. The ver^
in Proverbs :

“ Whom the Lord loves He chastens,

won great vogue. It was itself only a development

of the Deuteronomic reflection : “As a^an chastens

his son, so Yahweh thy God chastens thee.” We
find it again in Job: “ Happy is the man whom God
chastens ;

therefore despise not thou the chastening

of the Almighty. For He makes sore and binds up

;

He wounds, and His hands make whole.” “ It is

good for a man,” reflects the writer of Lamentations

iii.
“
that he bears the yoke in his youth.” “ It is

good for me that I have been afflicted,” says the

Psalmist, “ that I might learn Thy statutes,” for
“ before I was afflicted, I went astray, but now I

have kept Thy word.” So, too, according to Elihu

in Job: “ He delivers the afflicted through his

affliction; He opens his ear through suffering.”

This comparative transfigurement of many kinds

of suffering, which thus become not punishment,

but the discipline of love, is partly paralleled by a

transfigurement of reward. It is very curious that

this transfigurement was itself partly achieved by
the domination of the Law. By Christian critics it

is usually thought (and under the immense and
secular influence of Paul it is not easy for them to

think otherwise) that legalism and the rule of the

Law must have enormously increased not only the

desire for reward, but the very assurance itself that,

as suffering betokened sin, and was its punishment,

so prosperity implied righteousness, and was its re-

ward. Legalism, it is supposed, degrades virtue : men
fulfil the commands in order to avpid punishment
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its oWn ^e. Goodness becomes a inere number
of isolated deeds, and these deeds (even if they be

deeds of kindness or justiop) are done for the sake

6f profit and reward. That may have happened in

some cases. There is no religion which cannot be

corrupted and caricatured. But the higher tendency

of the Law acted in a precisely opposite direction.

Happiness no longer meant mere length of days and

outward prosperity. It meant the keeping of the

Law and its study. The very doing of the commands
was its own reward, quite apart from all anticipation

of anj other. “ O how I love Thy law.” “ How
sweet are Thy words unto my taste.” “ Thy law

is my delight ; Thy testimonies are the rejoicing of

my heart.” The Law is also a consolation and
make-weight in affliction. “ Unless Thy law had
been my delight, I should have perished in my
affliction.” Communion with God is the highest
“ reward.” “ Thy loving-kindness is better than

life.” We have already heard the noble outburst

:

“ Whom have I in heaven but Thee, there is nought
upon earth that I desire beside Thee.” Come what
may, “ God is the strength of my heart and my
portion for ever.” This is the greatest of the purely
religious palliatives. No outward affliction can rob
a man of God and of the joy of loving Him 1 We
shall hear how this idea is nobly illustrated in the
story of Akiba’s martyrdom.

Another interesting feature as regards the Old
Testament and the whole subject of this section is

that in spite of the prevailing tendency to equate
suffering with sin, and righteousness with prosperity,

the difficulties of such a combination were strongly
felty and find eloquent 'expression. We have already
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dealt with the prcM^est abc^t the idea of delayed
punishment.

' “ The fathers have eaten sour grapfas,

and the children’s teeth are set on edge.” We have
seen how E^ekiel repudiates the doctrine. Thge,

Psalter is full of complaints against Providence for

allowin|[ the sufferings of the righteous and the

prosperity of the wicked. That the ^cked should

be rapidly punished and the righteous rapidly

rewarded is, however, never doubted. The in-

adequacy of the doctrine in itself is not recognised:

all that we find is a protest that in actual life itself

the doctrine is not applied. It ought to work, but

it does not. In the Psalms the wicked who prosper

(and oppress) are usually either the men of the party

opposed to the party of the Psalmist, or they are the

heathen as contrasted with Israel. For the purposes,

and within the limits, of such a contrast, Israel is

righteous, just as where the prosperous and wretched

are both Israelites, the second are they who seek to

obey God’s law, while the first neglect and despise it.

In the book of Job the problem is generalised and
refined. Life’s ironies are emphasised, as they are

also by Ecclesiastes, the preacher. Either one lot to

all, or different lots without any reference to desert.

Happiness to one ; wretchedness to the other ; and
the first may be righteous and the second sinful.
“ One dies in his full strength; he is wholly at ease

and quiet; and another dies in bitterness of soul,

and has never tasted happiness.” Wicked men
spend their days in wealth and prosperity; they

reach old age and die in peace. Is it to be wondered
at that they have no desire for the knowledge of God’s

ways ; that they sarcastically exclaim : Who is the

Almighty that we should serve Him, or what profit

should we have, if we pray unto Him } ” *
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To this bitter question the dialogue in Job
provides no answer. We find, indeed, the exclama-

tion that, in spite of every difficulty, the “ righteous

hold on their way, and th^y that have clean hands

grow stronger and stronger.” And Job is certain

that his just vindicator lives. Yet the framework

of the dialogue, and the very purpose of the book,

suggest something more. Suffering frequently does

not, betoken sin. That is one great point gained,

and it wins the stamp of the divine approval.

Secondly, there is, and there should be, such a thing

as disinterested goodness. It is the Satan, the

accuser, the doubter, who suggests that Job’s piety

is merely skin deep. He serves God for reward.

But Satan is confounded. Job is overwhelmed with

calamity, but he sins not : he “ ascribes no un-

seemliness to God.” On the contrary. He utters

the two classic and deathless apophthegms of pure

goodness and disinterested piety: “ The Lord gave,

and the Lord has taken away : blessed be the name
of the Lord.” And again :

“ Shall we receive good
at the hand of God, and shall we not receive evil ? ”

Religious resignation can no further go. The Old
Testament at least hardly goes further. Apart from
the very ancient myth in the second and third

chapters of Genesis, which, for the Old Testament
itself, is of no influence or importance, it contains no
reflections upon the origin of evil. It does not,

happily, assign evil to the machinations of a devil,

or think that anything is gained by so polytheistic

a device. Satan, not y«t the devil, plays but a small

part in its pages, and only in one single passage is it

suggested that he is at the bottom of a human sin.

On the other hand, any better or more philosophic

attempts to cope with the difficulty are wanting also.
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That, for instansc, a creature such as man needed
freedom to sin in order to be righteous, liberty

hate in order to love, is not suggested. Nor is it

definitely asserted that i^ goodness always broughl^

happiness (over and above its owr), and sin always

brought sorrow, there might indeed be litde sin,

but, in any deeper sense, there wqjild be still

less virtue. The origin of the evil heart is not in-

quired into. Both goodness and wickedness have

always existed upon the earth, and at least till

the coming of the Messianic Age they will always

exist. Then, perchance, the wicked heart may be
renioved, and all men may be righteous, disciples

of wisdom and of Yaliweh.

It is not for the lack of inquiries into the origin

of evil, or of efforts to solve the insoluble, that we
need blame the Old Testament scriptures. So far

as we find the book unsatisfactory and inadequate,

it is rather because of its too frequent combination
of outward suffering with inward sin, its too fre-

quent iteration that God deals, and should deal, with
man upon the basis of measure for measure, and
upon the lines of retribution and reward. We want,

somehow, a more fervent and plainer insistence that

sin is ifforse than suffering, and that suffering admits
of hallowing and sanctification. We need to be
taught that much (though not all) suffering can be
made an education, an offering, a sacrifice. Yet
while the outward may be too much valued by
Old Testament writers, we have already seen that

this excess is a defect of a quality. It implies the

Jewish doctrines that the outward is not an illusion,

that the visible and the invisible world are controlled

by the same God and form a unity, that earthly

happiness is not wrong, but right, and that there is

M
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a certM,!! proper correspondence between goodness
anrt^rosperity.

To expect and desire compensation (whether for

righteousness or sin) in another world is in principle

no better and no other than to expect or desire it

on earth. Nevertheless, when, as with all later

Judaism, tl^p compensation is put ofF beyond the

veil, certain advantages accrue. The prosperity of
the wicked, the misery of the righteous, cease to

agitate. All such temporary misfits can be adjusted

for good in another world. And as they can more
patiently bear their own sorrows and pains, so they

cease to fear, or to be worried by, the expectation

of death. Thus (what is more important and more
ethical) men tend to care less for, and to put less

value upon, the material and the outward ; they tend
to think more of, and to value more, the spiritual

and the invisible. The adornments of the soul they
can carry with them : the adornments of the body
perish.

Earth and heaven ; this life and the next : these
are contrasts. But there is a sense in which it is

possible to speak of eternal life here and now
; in

which eternity means something other than mere
endless prolongation of time. Important germs of
such conceptions may be found in those mystic
passages in the Psalms which we have already had
before us. “I am continually with thee. God is

always before me. He holds my right hand.” This
God-consciousness and God-communion are here
and now. Perhaps death itself can neither hinder
nor change them. But however this may be, they'
are, in any case, the best^ palliatives of the problem
of evil, the best corrections to a one-sided emphasis
upon outward retribution and outward reward.
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They almost seem to say : “lam happy in the midst
of my sorrow.” ' \

Section VIIT *

Faith, Works, and the Law

Hitherto there has been plenty of niaterial to be
drawn from the Old Testament. Hitherto a large

part of our modern Jewish religion as regards the

subjects with which we dealt rests upon, and is drawn
from, the thoughts and the words of the Old Testa-

ment scriptures. But there are other subjects which
are only incidentally touched upon by Old Testament
writers ; whether, for Instance, as in the case of the

doctrine of the future life, the matter had not yet

come within the range of their consciousness
;

or,

again, as in the case of such a question as “ faith

and works,” or “ legalism and the Law,” the diffi-

culties and problems which the words imply to us,

had not been raised or been felt by them. It is the

later literature only which deals with these subjects

more fully, and for many of them one would have

to go beyond either the New Testament or the'

Rabbinical writings. Some subjects, indeed, are

wholly modern, or, at least, in the form in which
we now wish to discuss them they are modern, and
we should, I imagine, find little to help us even in

post-Talmudic Jewish literature right up to our own
times. Inspiration, revelation, and miracles would,

no doubt, be all discussed in the mediaeval Jewish
philosophers, or later on by Mendelssohn, but

though, historically, what these men have to say on

these subjects may be full of interest, our modern
needs are not satisfied by them. We look at these

matters from a fresh point of view, and with wider
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kabwledj^e. Certain subjects such as the relation

of God to suffering and evil, the limitation or self-

limitation of the divine power, the possibility of
suffering in the divine natufe, the relation of religion

to democracy, the limits of toleration, are, I think,

quite modern
; and we could only get hints or adum-

brations or ittcidental flashes about them either from
the Bible or from the later literature.

Then, again, there are certain subjects, both
among those which I have already named and others,

which are not of Jewish, but of Christian, origin*

They are not exactly polemical, but yet some of
them may depend upon Christian criticism of sup-
posed Jewish weaknesses or inadequacies. We,
to-day, want to know what are the rights and wrongs
of these criticisms

; what, if anything, is there which
we have to abandon ; what to add, what to develop ?

Are there Jewish equivalents for certain Christian
conceptions F Do, or should, any of these concep-
tions form part of our modern Jewish religion, and,
if so, how have we obtained them, or how should we
mould them F Have these Christian conceptions
Jewish origins or parallels, and were these dropped
out of the Jewish consciousness or the Jewish re-

ligion when the more deliberate opposition to Chris-
ti^ity began to grow up F A certain Christian
conception may be in the forefront of the Christian
religion and of Christian theology: in its specific

Christian form it may be inconsistent with Judaism,
whether orthodox or liberal

; nevertheless, it may
have distinct Jewish parallels in old Jewish thought
or in old Jewish literature. But because the
conception became predominantly Christian, and a
characteristic feature of Christianity, it dropped out^
or was deliberately extruded, from Jewish religion
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and Jewish theology. What was the tesult ? This
must be considered and decided in each partictji^

case. It may be that Judaism was rendered in some
given point one-sided. flThe conception in questiop

may have provided a certain balance. The lack of

it may have tended to exaggeration, aridity, one^

sidedness. Again, it may even be tjjat a certain

Christian conception may supply a corrective to a

particular Jewish inadequacy, or a supplement to a

particular Jewish doctrine. The conception, being

cast in a Christian form, was repellent to Jewish

thinkers, and the result may have been that Judaism
was rendered still more one-sided. For if a certain

religion X lacks a certain conception Y, the omission

may not for X be of any very great consequence,

or, again, it may be easily supplied. But if a rival

religion, Z, adopts this conception, and gives it a

place of prominence in its own system, what may
happen ? The religion X may now make a dead

set against Y; it may declare Y to be false, danger-

ous, and antithetically opposed to itself. Instead

of finding out the truth about Y, X may set itself to

caricature and contemn Y, with the result that X
becomes consciously one-sided, which is far more
serious than being unconsciously one-sided. It may
be of real importance to find out what, if any, are

the old Jewish parallels to Christian conceptions

which have been deliberately dropped by later

Judaism, and not only dropped, but opposed and
condemned. And, again, it may be of importance

to find out what, if any, are the Christian conceptions

which have no old Jewish parallels, but which,

nevertheless, are not esseptially opposed to Judaism,

but which, on the contrary, in a modified form,

could be adopted with profit and consistency. Such
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additioiis might merely add volume and depth to

Judaism, and correct any existing one-sidedness,

exaggeration, or roughness of edge. There seems

to m« little doubt that Judaism has suffered froth

Christianity in a very different way from what has

usually been supposed 1 It has suffered from it

by keeping ^lalf an eye on it. In some respects,

Judaism would have developed more freely and
naturally, if it had never known that there was such

a religion as Christianity existing in the world. It

would all have mattered less if Christianity had
been a tiny religion in an out-of-the-way portion

of the globe. But Christianity became a universal

religion : the religion of Europe and of Western
civilisation

;
partly the creator of that civilisation.

It partly absorbed, and was itself partly modified by,

the best thought of Greece and Rome. Hence, the

rejection by Judaism of all Christian conceptions may
have meant that it rejected a great body of thought
which was not merely and purely Christian. It

may have rejected much which was, or could be
made, supplementary and complementary to itself.

By too wholesale rejection it may have rejected what
was true as well as what was false, and it may have
narrowed its own outlook and its own doctrines

more than was needful or desirable. And it may
have done all this in modern times more than in

ancient times
; it may even be doing this to-day.

It may be that Talmudic Judaism is more full of

living, varied, sometimes, I admit, inconsistent ideas

than is the Judaism of our modern text-books or
^

sermons. Instead of being more one-sided than
they are, it may be in some ways less one-sided,

more alive, more responsive to, more expressive of,

various aspects of truth, various sides of experience.
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Or we may reprcseiit what I am suggesting may
conceivably be the case in the following way. Thie

.Old Testament and Talmudic Judaism were moving
along certain religious likes, which we may call AH.
Christianity came and criticised these lines, and itself

moved along other lines which we will call XY.
But both in the Old Testament and jn Talmudic
Judaism the lines XY may be not wholly un-

known. Many indications of them may be present.

Modern Judaism, however, may too often ignore

these indications, and even sometimes misinter-

pret them. It may be so hostile to the lines XY
that it insists on an exclusive attachment to AB.
It refuses even to consider whether there may,
perhaps, be anything of value in the new lines at

all. XY are wholly false
;
AB are wholly true. AB

want no enlargement
; no supplement. XY have

no good in them whatever. Whether XY may not

contain certain valuable corrections to one -sided-
nesses in AB, or doctrines complementary, and in

no way destructive to AB, must not even be con-

sidered. He who makes suggestions to this effect

is already contaminated by Christianity: he is half

a Christian himself ! Surely not in such temper,
and with such an outlook, can a religion be profit-

ably deepened and developed. Nor are orthodox
theologians the only ones who seem to suffer from
this anti-Christian bias. There are liberal theo-

logians, too, who are similarly blinkered. Is it not

wiser to push home our liberal doctrine that all

light has not shone through Jewish windows, even
if one of the other windows be a Christian one f

Or would it be an illustration of my own bias to

quote the New Testament saying: “ Test all things

;

to what is good hold fast " ?
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Amohg the subjects which would fall under one

or other of the heads that I have indicated would be
those with which the present section is intended to

deal :
“ Faith, Works, and the Law.” It would prob-

ably be admitted by everybody that they can hardly

be fully discussed without reference to Christian

theology anid Christian criticism. The question,

however, is : What sort of reference is there to be ?

Is the one sole object of the reference to be to

show that all specific Christian developments in this

religious field are false and wrong, that all Christian

criticism is inaccurate and valueless ? That what

Judaism means by faith is something very different

from what Christianity means by faith, and not

only very different, but very superior ? That what-

ever is specifically Christian in any modern concep-

tion of faith is ipsofacto otiose, valueless, false ? Such
a way of looking at the matter would be a good
illustration of that wrong manner of writing Jewish
theology which I venture to complain of. And it

would also tend, as I am inclined to believe, to do

,

a certain injustice even to the Jewish material itself 1

For it would, e.g.^ tend to seek to squeeze out of the

Talmudic references to faith any drop of meaning
which was in any way cognate to the Christian

conception of faith. There must apparently be the

sharpest possible contrast between Christianity and
Judaism on all those matters about which what niay

be called specifically Christian doctrines or concep-
tions may be declared to exist. This tendency has

even affected the modern Jewish interpretation of
the Old Testament itself to the detriment of its value

and of truth. The teaching of the 53rd chapter of
Isaiah concerning voluntary and vicarious suffering

is either somewhat neglected, or somewhat rubbm
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down by Jewish writers, because it has become,

closely identified with Christianity. Surely this is

an unfair weakening of Old Testament profundity.

Meanwhile it is clea^ from the very nature of

the case that all those subjects and teachings which

would fall under one or other of the categories

hitherto mentioned can exist in the 01d#Testament,
if they exist at all, only in germ, or incidentally,

or undeveloped, or in what we may call a fluid,

inchoate, or undefined state. That would certainly

be the case as regards “ Faith and Works, Legalism

and the Law.” The Old Testament material for

these subjects (though this seems a whimsical para-

dox in the case of the Law) is only small.

Some of the greatest Old Testament teachers,

the true founders of Judaism, the prophets, spoke

their messages before the Law, as we now know it,

had been compiled and recognised. On the other

hand, neither they nor those who lived under the

Law, such as many of the Psalmists and Sages,

knew anything of any conflict between the concep-

tions of faith and of works. Neither the authors

of the Law nor any other of the Old Testament
writers are aware of those specific evils which are

often reckoned to be inseparable from Legalism or

Nomism.
What the prophets censure is not obedience to

an outward rule, or heteronomy, or even self-

righteousness produced by soulless conformity to a

series of injunctions ; it is neglect of morality ;
it

is the false conception that God can be cajoled

by offerings, or that religion consists in sacrifices

;

it is the combination ®f injustice and cruelty

with a plethora of ceremonies and an exactitude in

ritual. “ I cannot away with iniquity and solepan



1 70 THE OtD TESTAMENTAND AFTER cb.

assemblies.” When they pass on to comfort and
consolation, they do not attempt to show a better

way (the road of “ faith ”) to those who despair of

finding God by conformify to laws and ordinances,

or who despair, however eager their desire, of ful-

filling the Code book and the Law. If they comfort

those who%feel the pressure and weight of sin, it

is not to bid them see the emptiness of “ works.”

,
It is true that when the great formative prophets

spoke, there was as yet no Pentateuch, no Law
invested with the unquestioned and divine authority

which accrued to it after Ezra. But if the Law
had only included ordinances about justice, pity,

and kindness, or even if to these had been added
injunctions about social and civic or criminal matters,

such as are now contained in the Pentateuch, and
if a Law of this kind, claiming Mosaic and divine

authorship, had been in existence before, and well

known to the prophets, it is more than doubtful

whether they would have objected to it. On the

contrary. They would have said, “ Obey God's
law,” and they would have censured the people for

their disobedience. Jeremiah is a prophet of “ in-

wardness.” He finds the root of sin in the wicked
heart and in its stubbornness. He realises that

by constant sinning you can lose the power of doing
or being good. But yet he has no other exhortation

to make than “ obey God’s voice,” and he does not

really and truly suppose that the average person is

incajjable of obeying it. But this very attempted
obedience to God’s voice is itself an act of faith..

It involves a “ belief ” in God’s sovereignty and
uniqueness, a “belief”, in the absolute duty of
the Israelite to worship Yahweh only, as well as to

do right deeds of justice, kindness, and compassion.
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And, perhaps, it is this unconsciousness of diffi-

culty or of contradiction* which constitutes, in this

particular subject, the value of the Old Testament.

It is also the combinatioH^ in a fluid, unsystematised

form, of “ faith ” and of “ works
;

it is the con-

ception of true religion (by which a man may find

outward and inward salvation) as consisting in the

maintenance of this free and happy union. True
religion involves faith in God, and in One God
only

;
it involves obedience to His voice : doing

deeds of justice, pity, and love. And this voice of

God is, in cme aspect of it, the moral law, objective,

external, divine; but, in another aspect, it is man’s
own creation, his own growing conscience, his own
recognition of the divine call, his own conformity

to that call, “ very nigh ” unto him, in “ his mouth
and in his heart that he may do it.”

This not merely comfortable fluidity or combina-

tion, but rather this fluidity or combination which
is true to life, and concordant with the many-sided-

ness of truth, is partly illustrated by the very mean-
ing of the Hebrew verb Amon, which signifies to

believe in, to trust in, to have faith in, to rely on
—all in one, while the noun Emunah signifies

“ faithfulness ” rather than “ faith.” Biblical faith

is never mere intellectual belief in a given proposi-

tion or doctrine. (And I might at once remark
here that Paul’s conception of “ faith ” remains

largely in this respect true to type : it is a Jewish
caricature of it when it is represented as merely an

intellectual assent to a series of metaphysical or theo-

logical statements.) Abraham’s belief in God which
was accounted as righteousness was trust as well as

belief; it was faithfulness towards God, reliance on

God, as well as faith in God. So, too, when King
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JeliosMphat, in the Second Book of Chronicles, is

rnslde to say : “Believe in Yahweh your God, so

shall ye be established ;
believe His prophets, so

shall ye prosper “ (wher^ the author has Isaiah in

his mind, and Isaiah’s indignant pun, untranslat-

able in English, “ If ye will not believe, surely ye

shall not established ”), both prophet and his-

torian mean to include trust, willing and obedient,

as well as “ belief” ;
full and implicit reliance as

well as “ faith.” When the Ninevites believed in

God and in the divine source of Jonah’s message,

this belief implied a change of heart. For because

they “ believed ” they turned from their evil way,

so that God saw their “ works,” the product of

their “ belief,” and to Jonah’s annoyance and dis-

pleasure God repented of the evil that He had said

that He would do unto them, and He did it not.

Here we have a truly charming and classic illustra-

tion of Old Testament (I might add of Jewish,—
might I add, too, of Pauline combination, inter-

connection, and co-ordination of faith and works.
From the faith spring the works. The second are

dependent on, and, indeed, hardly separable from,
the first. In the 78th Psalm, when the Israelites

are censured for lack of faith in God and in His
power, faith is paralleled by trust. “ They believed
not in God and trusted not in His salvation ” (or
“ in His capacity to save ”). And there are many
similar passages.

The compilers of the Law had no idea that their

injunctions were anti-prophetic in their very form
5^

while the prophets had no idea that they themselves
were in this sense antirlegal. Torah to both of
them was teaching rather than “ law,” though the
lawgiver cast his “ teaching ” in the form of enact-
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ments and ordinances. To both of them goodness,
as we saw, is obedience:,following the instructions

of God. There is a prophetic Torah as well as a
priestly Torah, and our existing Pentateuchal codes
are in some sort a combination of both. Both are

apprehensive of the vagaries of the heart. Both
would apparently insist upon “ hetero^^omy,” the

imposition of an external law. Jeremiah denounces
the “ counsels and the stubbornness of the evil

heart.” The lawgiver bids the people “ seek not

after their own heart.” Yet the ideal to the Prophet
is that the Law shall be written in the heart, so that

outward teaching may be needless, and the ideal to

the lawgiver is that men shall love God with all

their heart. The authors of Deuteronomy would
have been highly surprised if they had been told

that there was any essential antagonism or opposi-

tion between love and law. The one prophetic

passage in which there is an opposition between the

heart and law is in Isaiah xxix. 1 3, but the ” law
”

which is there contrasted with the religion of the

heart is declared to be the work of men. Never-
theless, the words are interesting. “ This people
draw near me with their mouth and honour me with
their lips, but they have removed their heart fro^
me, and their fear toward me is a commandment of
men which has been taught.” Here, indeed, faitk

is opposed to laws, but the laws are expressly denied
to be from God. We may regard them less as law
than as routine.

We ms^ take it, then, that the opposition be-

tween faith and works, in any Pauline sense of the

words, is unknown to the Old Testament. This
was not, however, h&caxxsc faith in the higher mean-
ings of the word was unknown to Old Testament
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teachers? it was rather because no trouble had yet

been experienced about , works. “ Ought ” and
“ can ” seemed to go together. Men believed that

they both should and cou/d fulfil the injunctions of

God. We have heard the exceptions. We have

heard of the sour grapes and the children’s teeth, of

the exiles {?ho seemed to be mouldering away in

their iniquities, of the denunciations of the prophet

who declared that his people were so far gone in sin

that they could not do good if they tried. But

Jeremiah, psychologically significant, and perhaps

novel, as his remark is, only meant it to apply to

persons of exceptional sinfulness: it was a sarcastic

remark, half consciously exaggerated. The next

moment he would probably have urged those very

people to “ repentance and amendment.” And the

other sayings were rather deductions from continued

misfortune than from the conviction that righteous-

ness was too hard a thing for any man to gain. It

is true that Ezekiel predicted the Messianic gi|t of

a new spirit, and Jeremiah that the law of God
would be graven upon the heart, but we saw how
this same Ezekiel had urged his hearers to make
them a new heart by their own energy and repent-

ance, and Jeremiah was constantly bidding the men
of Judah to return and to amend their ways. All

is still fluid, and the difficulties are not yet felt.

Nor can it be said that there are more signs as to

a consciousness of the difficulty of goodness after

the introduction of the Law than before it. If we
take the Psalter and the Proverbs as, upon the whole,
examples of post-exilic piety, we hear nothing in

them of any note of despair. We have, indeed, in

a few Psalms a deep consciousness of sin, but there

is no idea of any barrier which prevents a man being'
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good, no indication that the putting up of a number
of ordinances, bidding a,man “ do this and refr^n

from that,*’ constituted such a barrier, and sharpened

the Very tendency to sii% which it was universally

acknowledged existed in every member of humanity.

On the contrary. The “ legal ” Psalms seem, if any-

thing, rather to indicate that one of the supreme
merits of the Law was that it positively helped a

man to become “ good.” We shall observe how
this idea is enormously developed in the later

Rabbinical literature.

On the other hand, without any theoretic state-

ment, or even a very conscious conviction, that a man
cannot of himself do good, or be good, c>r cleanse his

own heart, we do find in the Old Testament a not

unfrequent prayer for the divine help to this very

end. “ Teach me to do Thy will. Cleanse me
from my sin. Make me to know Thy ways.

Create in me a clean heart. Teach me Thy
statutes.” To these supplications we have already

listened. In the Proverbs there is hardly a definite

sentence to quote, but one has the general impression

that the writers felt that God meets those who
honestly desire wisdom (or righteousness) halfway.
“ Those who seek Me earnestly shall find Me.”
And this is the doctrine of all later Judaism. Man
is free to sin, but he is not driven to sin by any
supernatural power. He is, however, helped towards

goodness by the divine spirit. Let men seek to

fulfil the Law, and God will help them to fulfil it.

Love God, and strength to resist temptation, and
to do good, will be given you. It might even be

said that already in Deuteronomy there are germs
of such a view. For the bidding to love God
precedes the order to keep His commandments.
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The secoM is idle and even impossible without

the first. Love tjod, and then or themselv^ep the

commands are seated in the heart 1 The Deufero-

nomic love answers, in admeasure, to the Patiline

faith. It is a turning of the Whole man, with passion

and conviction, towards the Divine. It is the full

acceptance {>{ God with all the soul and with all the

mind. Through this “ love ” we shall gain power
to “ do.” Out of love will issue works. This is,

I admit, a modernisation of Deuteronomy, and yet

if one had read it out to the author of those intro-

ductory chapters, would he not have said :
“ Yes

;

I meant no less
”

There are two strands of the ” faith and works ”

difficulty which, though combined together in the

consciousness of Paul, we can, I think, for our
purpose disentangle and distinguish. The one is

connected with the question, how is a man to become
good and do good ? How is he to fulfil the divine

commands ? The second is : how is a man to bp
justified, or, slightly varying the point of view, how
is a man to win salvation To the first, the Old
Testament, as we have seen, answers :

“ By effort,

which effort will be assisted by God.” Or, again,

very simply :
“ By the fear and the love of God.”

To the second question it replies :
” By obediently

fulfilling God’s commands, by walking; in His ways.”
Suppose, then, you come to believe in a future life

of blessedness or woe, dependent upon how you
have behaved in your earthly existence, does this

mean that God will allot to you woe or blessedness

according to your fulfilment or violation of His
ordinances Is your salvation the result of your
“ works ” ? A man may like to be good for the

sake of goodness, but the average person will worry
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vastly Hiore about goodness if everlasting happiness
or woe depends upon his goodness, and, therefore^

upofi his fulfilment of God’s commands !

To the writers of the Old Testament “ salvation ’V
is limited to life on earth. And earthly life is full of

vicissitudes
;
prosperity and calamity are strangely

intermixed. Does it then come to this, that a

peaceful death is the only test or indication of

salvation ? As indi-vidualism grew, and pri-vate

prosperity and private adversity were regarded, not

merely as, in the last resort, the gift of God, but as

His direct dispensation according to retributive

justice, all kinds of difficulties (as we have already

seen) were bound to arise. It seems hardly possible

that the doctrine could have sustained itself at all

had it not been reinforced by the further doctrine of
a life of weal and woe beyond the grave.

Yet even in the Old Testament the doctrine of
retribution by works is crossed and modified by the

doctrine of divine forgiveness and the higher equity.
“ If thou, O Lord, shouldst mark iniquities, who
could stand ” But God forgives. In God’s sight
“ shall no man living be justified.” Therefore God
cannot deal with man according to his works in any
strict sense, and if a man repents. He is ready to

overlook any number of offences. This is the simple
Jewish doctrine which was never really changed.
It is of three parts, and does not form a consistent
whole. But it is a living doctrine, suited alike to

keep men from carelessness, on the one hand, or
from despair upon the other, (i) God (as Paul too
teaches, Romans ii. 6) renders to every man accord-
ing to his works. (2) Gpd does not deal with
man according to his works, for if He did, no man
could be “ justified.” None could win “ salvation.”
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(3) If a. repents,” all his sins are freely

for^ven him. T!ivis man’s good deeds are re-

warded more than they deserve, his bad deeds are

punished less than they ddServe ; his righteousness

receives more than it merits
;

his wickedness less.

So far as we still look at this life, or think of the

future life,v>in terms of “ merit ”
;
or so far as we

look upon what befalls us here, or think of what

may befall us hereafter, on the lines of reward and

punishment at all, we have hardly advanced, or

need hardly advance, beyond this simple Old
Testament and Jewish teaching.

The doctrine of salvation by works received

doubtless a powerful reinforcement by the intro-

duction of the Law. It is needless to dwell here

upon the moral and religious dangers to which the

Law and the doctrine together exposed men’s minds.

As the Law was a mixture of “ moral ” and “ cere-

monial ” injunctions, there was the old danger, now
immensely strengthened, of setting ritual before

morality. And no teacher could now say that God
had not commanded, and did not care about, the

fulfilment of these ceremonial laws. Secondly,

there was the danger of supposing righteousness to

consist in the mere doing of a number of isolated

deeds, whether ceremonial or moral
;

as if a man’s
goodness could be counted up in deeds, as his wealth

could be counted up in coins or sheep. Outward
and soulless conformity to a code, instead of inward
character, the soul and heart aflame with the love

of God and man ; the degradation of righteousness ;

the production of hypocrisy, mediocrity, narrowness,

conventionalism, self- righteousness, pride : these

evil possibilities of the Law in conjunction with the

doctrine of salvation by works were doubtless often
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converted into reality. Jesus did not beat the air

for nothing at all. Doubtless, too, to these evils

there would be added those of anxious and pedantic

scrupulosity; a holdings the nose, a drawing of
the skirts, towards those whose standard of strictness*

was lower, or whose conception of righteousness was
less legal, and whose view of life was* less formal

and more ardent. But that these evils did not

become widely prevalent seems to be no less true

than that they were always a possible danger.

Why they did not spread, what prevented their

prevalency, I have already suggested, and may have
occasion to suggest ag-ain. But the matter in its

fulness and detail lies beyond the province of this

book.

It is a common charge against the Law that it

tends to make people think of nothing but reward
and punishment. The motive for righteousness is

merely to avoid the one and gain the other. The
motive is both selfish and low. “ Do this and avoid

that, that your days may be long, and that it may be
well with you.” Justification or salvation by works
strengthens this tendency of the Law, as, indeed,

you can hardly have a “ legal ” religion, which does
not also put justification or salvation by works in the
very forefront of its doctrines. The two—law and
works—hang together.

Nothing is more comic (I have often alluded to

this) than to see how Jewish critics of Christianity

and Christian critics of Judaism make precisely the
same charges against each other. The Christian

says: “ Judaism thinks of nothing but reward. It

is a low and selfish rel^ion.” The Jew says:
“ Christians think of nothing but satfing their own
souls. Christianity is a self-regarding and selfish



<80 TIfE OLD TESTAMENTAND AFTER ch.

religion.” ipCet the one set of critics is as wrong as

the other. ' •

It is odd that the particular code which is most

eudaemonistic, and insists fcost repeatedly upon the

selfish motive, is also the code which enjoins most

earnestly the love of God. It provided the cure

for its owA evil. The Law as a whole avoided

eudaemonismand selfishness in a remarkable manner,

^'he higher motives triumphed over the lower.

Mert sought to fulfil the Law for the sheer joy of

fulfilling it, and for the love of God. And we may
also say that a higher eudaemonism triumphed over

a lower;
;
a higher selfishness overcame the lower.

To try to be good in order to have a good time,

whether on earth or in heaven, is a poor motive.

To try to be good in order to “ save one’s soul
”

and “ enjoy life eternal ” is not necessarily a poor

•motive. It depends upon what your conception of
” soul,” and of ” saving ” it, and of “ life eternal,”

may be. If you regard your “ soul ” as the one
supreme gift of God, which should be kept as pure

as you can, and therefore as near to God as you can,

and if such “ purity ” and ” nearness ” constitute the

essence of “ life eternal,” then to try to be good for

the sake of such purity and nearness is no loirgcr a

poor motive, but a high one. It is, in one sense, a

self-regarding motive, but it is a self-regardingness

which is not selfish. For the good of the whole
. depends upon the good of each, and while each man
can only save his own soul, yet he saves it by caring

for and loving his brother. Altruism and selfishness

fade into each other.

Here we can break off the subject, so far as the

Old Testament is concerned. It is true that here, ,

as well as elsewhere, the edges are rough. If the
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Law in the Old Testament period did not reveal all

its possibilities of evil, ‘it also was very far from
revealing all its possibHities of good. We may,
however, note one more'result which the jumble of

subjects that the codes of the Pentateuch embrace^

tended to bring about. It is, again, in one sense,

a dual result
:
good and evil. The evil we already

know : the equalisation of ritual and morality, out-

ward and inward. But the good here alluded to

has not yet been mentioned. It is the coincidence

of religion with life. Religion, on the outward

side, is not merely sacrifices and ceremonies. The
civil code and the criminal code are religion

;
eating

and drinking are religion
;

cleanliness is religion ;

justice is religion ; men's duties to the State are

religion. Whatever you do in whatever department
of life can hardly be other than to the desecration

or the glory of God. This was a very important

consequence of legalism upon which we may have
again to dwell.

Section IX

Ethical Ideals of the Old Testament

The purpose of this short section is not to give

an account of the ethical contents of the Hebrew
Bible. Its scope is very much more restricted.

We have not to. tell the whole story, to show
developments, to point out contradictions, to set

forth the different points of view or ideals of priest

and prophet, lawgiver and sage. For our purpose
the part is greater than the whole. We have to ask

(and the reply can but be brief): what is there in

the contents and in the spirit of Old Testament
ethics which is still of value to us to-day, which still
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has potpafo influeftof i|i our religion, which still

survive^ tts an e^entiaf part^pfJudaism ? That part

pf til© (mntchts and of the spirit of Old Testament

©tMcSj which answers to tms demand, and of which
we ire now in search, will clearly include all that is

best in it and purest. But it will not necessarily be

entirely confined to what is best and purest. It

will, also include some of that which was subsequently

developed and ennobled. The developed product is,

to some extent, read back into the original germ,

ahd the germ becomes the symbol of the product

and of the whole movement. The spirit becomes
of value to us, even though we may have outgrown
‘the content. Thus, for example, a feature of post-

Biblical ethics became its insistence upon chastity.

And here there is a continuous growth to be

observed. For the content and expression of

Talmudic chastity is not ours, any more than it is

purely Biblical. But the spirit of both is of valuplo

us; we read the end (so far as we have got) into *me

'beginning.
'

To us, too, who, though we may (when adequately

enlightened and free from prejudice) admit ' the
ethical advance in the New Testament writings^ ar^

yet accustomed to make and find no violenl^ydFeJ-

ence between the Old Testament and the New

—

^o us, for whom the Old is not the “ preparation
”

tfnd the “ immature,” the New the fulfilment, the

j^mpletion and the perfection (seeing that to us
.there is, and can be, no completion and no per-

fection in any human document),—the Old Testa-

ment ethics have a value and an inspiration which
they cannot possibly have to those who make this

sharp distinction and difference between the Old
and the New, Nor do they (and this is important
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to emphasise) possess, this|.ysjMe, ahd iaspiration,

because we ignore th«i> Kihitations. W?; can 8,e<S'

the inadequacies of Olci Testament ethifcs quite aS

clearly as our Christian neighbours. But k is not
of importance and urgency for us to dwell upqh^
these inadequacies as it is of importance and urgency

for them. We do not want to make contrasts. We
want to show developments. It is, as we saw, of

great importance and satisfaction to some Christian

writers to emphasise the limitations in the com-
mand, “ Thou shalt love the ‘ Ger ’ as thyself.” If
“ Ger ” meant foreigner, the result would be too

terrible for words 1 It is of immense importance

to some Christian critics to dwell with glowing satis-

faction upon the fact (and it is a fact) that the com^
mand “ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself”

only refers to fellow-countrymen (though most of

them, in the fervour of their satisfaction, forget the

r^idfent alien of twenty verses later). But as for

us, while we do not unscientifically forget or deny
the-se limitations, we need not gloat over them or

constantly dwell upon them. We stand above our
documents, but we stand above them a//, not
merely above one or two. They are all stages in

^ process in which we ourselves form part. And
the beginning of this process has a value for us
which is peculiarly its own.

Thus—another example—the Ten Command
ments are to us valuable for what they contain iii

the most literal sense. Nor are they any the less

valuable because their contents may have been known
to, and represented in, the ethical literature or injunc-

tions .of other races at an earlier date than they were
known to, or. written down by, Israelites. The six

ethical commands of the Decalogue do, with much
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tact, singiiR Wt six of the, great ethical pillars upon
which society rests. WeJionour and value them
for their literal meaning. And even if the tenth

word only mean “ defraufi not ”
;

if it be only
“ directed against a desire associated with an act,”

we still may value, and still may honour it. Desires

that end intects are worse than desires that do not

so end. (“ ’Tis one thing to be tempted, Escalus ;

another thing to fall.” Shakespeare was not so

wrong.) But beyond the literal meaning of the

Ten Words, they stand in our minds and hearts for

what they have been made to include, for what men
have read into them or distilled out of them. Jesus

and the Rabbis made murder include anger
;
Jesus

and the Rabbis made adultery include lustful desire.

And we, following in their footsteps, can make steal-

ing include much at which our ancestors would,
perhaps, stare. But it is the Ten Words which
began the process, and what is much more, it is the

continuous existence, recollection, and pressure of

the Ten Words which have sustained and stimulated

us in the development.

Again, the Ten Commandments mean for'Jfews

that the most sacred portion of the Law emphatically

associates together religion and morality. Except
for the fourth word, which in Deuteronomy has

an ethical foundation, there is no ritual law included

^n them. The fifth and seventh words sanctify the
family. The sixth, eighth, and ninth imply for us
the demand, elsewhere definitely expressed, for

justice and truthfulness, while the tenth, however in-

terpreted, forbids envy. When we combine together

Exodus XX. and Leviticus ^cix., and read them in the

s|firit as well as in the letter, read them in the light

of their developments (including in those develop-
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ments both the New Testament and the Rabbinical

literature), we are filled with gratitude, honour,

,

admiration. Here, for our own present ethicil

ideals—^the ethical ideals of modern Liberal Judaism
—is the “ rock ” whence they have been “ hewn,’’'*

and the “ hole of the pit ” whence they have been
“ digged.” f

And yet, perhaps, the “ rock ” should rather be
found in the prophets than in any portion of the

Law. For the date of the Decalogue is disputed,

and even if it be (as I am inclined to believe that

it is) pre-prophetic, it was the prophets’ work which
gave to it special place and dignity. The author of

Deuteronomy v. was n product of prophecy. The
ethical work of the prophets was to link ethics to

religion : to make religion expressed by morality,

and consequently to root morality in religion. It

was the prophets who constructed the equation. To
serve God means to be good

;
to be good means to

serve God. We have to admit (what the writers of
neither Old nor New Testament would have allowed)
that a man may disbelieve in God, and yet be
” good,” but it still remains as true to-day as when
the prophets first started it, that a man cannot he
evil and yet serve God.

Moreover, the Law, as we have seen, put this

connection between religion and morality in another
way still—a picturesque way of great potency and
stimulus. Israel was not only to serve, it was also

to imitate God. Now this imitation of God became
a great motive towards noble living in the Rabbinic
period, and we still make use of it. We substitute

for the imitation of Christ the imitation of God.
(Each kind of imitation, it may be observed, has its

advantages and each its limitations.) Hence the*
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ikmous phme in which the imitation of God is

urged in the.Pentateuch has for us, members of the

Jewish community, a peculiar value. We read into

it its developments. “ Be ye holy, for I the Lord
your God am holy.” It does not matter to us

whether the content of holiness to the mind of the

author or iif the compiler of Leviticus xix. i was

one-third ceremonial and two-thirds ethical, or one

quarter ethical and three-quarters ceremonial. Ulti-

mately the ethical element was to drive out the other.

Ethical holiness, as an imitation of God, is a wonder-
ful weaving together of religion and morality. The
good man is not necessarily holy ; but (to Judaism)
the holy man is necessarily good. Only his good-

ness has in it a distinction, an elevation, a delicacy,

and a passion which are peculiarly his own. Nor is

the ethical value of holiness confined to the indi-

vidual. It is no less felt by the community ;
at

some periods, perhaps, even more. Israel is the

holy people : to differ from, and to excel, all other

peoples in both ceremonial and ethical holiness. In

justice, in purity, in loving-kindness, in truth, Israel

is to be the pattern people to the world. (That the

actual has fallen far short of the ideal does not alter

.the conception of the ideal.) The ways of Yahweh
in which Israel is to walk, so as to become holy, are

ways of righteousness. The Yahweh whom, the

Israelites are to love, and unto whom they are to be
consecrated and holy, is the God “ who regards not

persons and takes no bribe, who secures justice for

the fatherless and the widow, and who loves the

stranger ” (that is, “ the resident alien ”) “ in giving

him food and raiment
What, then, is the “ goodness ” which is the

imitation of God ? What is the goodness which
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makes the ethical constituent of holiness ? What
is the goodness which the prophets regard as the

service of God ? We h|tve already seen that it is

very simple, almost primitive ; the real value of the

prophetic teaching being in the solid binding
*

tpgether of religion and morality, in the fierce de-

nunciation of ritual piety as a substitute (of righteous-

ness, rather than in the details of the morality itself.

Yet the simple demands of the prophets for social

justice, compassion, truth, can stand as a symbol for

all that we choose to put in them. All that we may
elaborate for ourselves under the rubric of social

morality—and to-day this rubric extends far—can be
rightly included in the iterated and reiterated pro-

phetic injunctions : do justice, love mercy, cherish

truth. Throughout Biblical literature from Amos
to the latest Psalms there is a constant pleading for

the poor, the oppressed, the helpless. In some
writers one can even detect a certain bias against

the powerful and the rich. The sins complained of
are land-grabbing, oppression, bribery, injustice,

drunkenness, lying, slander, deceit, murder, adultery,

false swearing, malice, and malicious devices. The
virtues are just the opposite of all these : strict

justice, pity, truth, loving-kindness, good faith.

Individual differences in detail or emphasis need
not be pointed out. Amos opens the ball with his

insistence upon justice and justice only. “ Let
justice roll down as waters, and righteousness as a
perennial stream.” Hosea stresses loving-kindness.
“ 1 delight in loving-kindness (Chesed) and not in

sacrifice.” In Isaiah and Jeremiah the virtue of

truthfulness and the sins .of bribery, slander, and
deceit are also mentioned. Ezekiel ttotes usury and
adultery. The author of Isaiah Iviii. enjoins pity
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and charity. But fundamentally there is no change-

from beginning to end. * Zechariah’s teaching is

quite on the old lines : “^Speak ye every man the

truth to his neighbour
;
judge truthfully, let none

of you devise evil in your hearts against his neigh-

bour, love no false oath
;
show loving-kindness and

pity every'iman to his brother ;
oppress not the

widow, the orphan, the ‘ stranger ’ or the poor.”

Such is prophetic morality.

Not very different are the ethical ideals of the

Law. To begin with justice, though we must not

expect that the application of the principle in detail

will not often be on a much lower level than that

which was subsequently reached. The “ Talio,” eye

for eye and tooth for tooth, had to be abolished by
the Rabbis. The whole conception of “ measure
for measure ” has been ethically transcended, and
no one saw its weaknesses better, and exposed them
more acutely, than the great Teacher from Nazareth.

We have not here to deal with the social institutions

of the Law, such as slavery, or to discuss the severity

and mercifulness of its penal legislation as compared
with other ancient and modern codes. Moral lapses

such as Exodus xxi. 21, or cruelties such as Deut.
XXV. 21, or barbaric rules about war such as Deut.
XX. 13, 14, need not concern or worry us. They
are only a worry to those who have to maintain
the hopeless position that the Pentateuchal codes are

perfection. To us Liberal Jews they cause no
anguish. Our withers are unwrung. We look only
to the spirit of the codes at its best, and to their

letter at its best. And here there is much on a line

with, and in application, of, the principles of the
Prophets. Laws such as “ That which is altogether

just shalt thou follow,” or “ thou shalt not respect
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the person pf the poor nor honour the person of the

mighty,” or “ye shall ^o no unrighteousness in

judgement,' in meteyard, in weight or in measure,”

or “ thou shalt not have^n thy bag divers weights,

a great and a small, or in thine house divers measures,

a great and a small, for all that do such things, and

all that do unrighteously, are an aboyiination to

Yahweh thy God,” still move us and exhort us, and

may still be our watchwords and inspiration to-day.

” Thou shalt not follow a multitude to do evil ; thou

shalt take no bribe,” are laws not yet wholly needless.

Next to justice, and a part of it, is truth. That
Yahweh is the God of loving-kindness and truth is

a remarkable juxtaposition and combination. Truth
implies fidelity as well as truthfulness. Lying and
treachery are equally its opposites. The man of
“ truth ” is trustworthy both in deed and in word.
“ Ye shall not steal, neither deal falsely, neither lie

to one another. Thou shalt not go up and down as

a tale-bearer among thy fellows.” These injunc-

tions are still of power. We find their spirit reflected

again and again in the maxims of the sages.

Judaism has ever held high the purity of the

family. It was soon noted that the Law in one place

puts the father before the mother ; in another the

mother before the father. Therefore must equal

reverence be shown to both. Akin to the reverence

of parents is the honour to be shown to the old.

Not needless nowadays is the order :
” Thou shalt

rise up before the hoary head, and honour the face

of the old man and fear thy God : I am Yahweh.”
I have already intimated that our conception of

chastity is not the same in detail as that of the Old
Testament writers. Above all, we have moved
forward to strict monogamy. And we have much
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stricter rules for divorce than the Oriental Pentateuch

;

and what is much the mos| essential pojii| iUf all, we
reject that Eastern Conception Whereby th^'inan can

divorce his wife, but theAvife cannot diwrce her

husband. But there is a certain spirit of purity

in the Pentateuchal legislation which was destined

to produce better fruit. Even in the repeated

warnings against the strange woman in Proverbs,

we may see a be^nning of the movement that was
to end in a hatred of every kind of unchastity: of

fornication as well as of adultery. “ Defile not

yourselves in any of these things.” Sexual purity

became an integral part of moral and religious

holiness. And in this connection it is important

to point out the dead set made by the Law against

unnatural offences. When one reflects upon the

wide prevalence of these offences in the ancient

world, one cannot be too grateful to the Law for its

outspoken utterances. “ These things are abominar
tion.” Here, too, we seem to recognise the finger

of God, and we reverence the Code which, in spite

of many weaknesses, yet contains such words and
laws.

It is, perhaps, needless to recite the various laws

of the Pentateuch which apply the general principle

of benevolence and compassion. iTie note struck

in Deuteronomy has remained a characteristic note
of Judaism

;
how fir the words show also a certain

weakness as well as an obvious strength need not be
discussed. “ The poor shall never cease out of the

land
; therefore I command thee, saying. Thou

shalt open thine hand wide unto thy brother, to

thy poor, and to thy needy, in thy land.” Insti-

tutional religion is to cause a common rest and a

common rejoicing for rich and poor alike, and more
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especially for tke,“ stSmtiger,” the fatherle^ and the

widQw, th^ bt>nd:Jnan kn^ the bondmaid. To these

claimama tS^pcciaHy' 'must justice and charity be
shown. ^.Touching is tAe repeated motive ;

“ be-

cause thou wast a bondman in the land of Egypt.”
“ Thou shalt not defraud an hired servant that

is poor and needy, whether he be of thy Jjrethren or

of thy resident aliens that are within thy gates: at

his day thou shalt give him his hire ; neither shall

the sun go down upon it, for he is poor and sets his

heart upon it. Thou shalt not pervert thejudgement
of the stranger ’ nor of the fatherless ; nor take

a widow’s raiment to pledge. When thou cuttest

down thy harvest in thy field, thou shalt not go again

to fetch it ; it shall be for the stranger, the father-

less and the widow. When thou beatest thine olive

tree, thou shalt not go over the boughs again
;

it shall

be for the stranger, the fatherless and the widow.
When thou gatherest the grapes of thy vineyard,

thou shalt not glean it afterward; it shall be for the

stranger, the fatherless, and the widow. And thou
shalt remember that thou wast a bondman in Egypt;
therefore I command thee to do these things. When
ye reap the harvest of your land, thou shalt not make
clean riddance of the corners of thy field when thou
reapest, neither shalt thou gather any gleaning of
thy harvest. Thou shalt leave them unto the poor
and the stranger ; I am Yahweh, your God.” The
kindness demanded for the Israelite servant may,
indeed, be contrasted with the rigour which is

allowed towards foreign slaves. We, however, can
neglect the weakness and the limitation, and use only

the goodness and the strength. And we can enlarge

the religious motif with vmich the moral injunction

is introduced. “For unto me the children of Israel
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arc servants.” We use the spirit of these words,

and for us they mean ; because all men afe Gpd’i
servants, created in His image (Jbb xoa. i ^), there-

,

fore must all men be respected by one ahqther, and

none must be oppressed or despised. In tMs way.

it is that the Pentateuchal legislation can be adijited

by us to-d^y. '

.
'

' ''

»

Very important is the fact that the ethiial ide^s

of the Pentateuch include kindness to animals; sdi

ethical feature which is wanting in the GkJSpek |Wd
even jeered at by Paul. “ Does God care

This question, so different from the last Wprds

Jonah, and so repulsive in its callousness, 'shdl|l

another point in which that great genius is ditf ’raie

Jewish line. Here, again, the particular exaiti|^8 in

which the principle is applied may need enlargdincnt

and purification. We should, e.g,, prefer a law which
went a good deal further than Deut. xxii. 6

, 7. (The
motive of Deut. xxii. 4 is probably ceremoniah and
not humanitarian.) There are more precautions

which might be fitly taken for the ox than the abi-

sence of a muzzle. But the spirit is there, and its

application was capable of, and received, indtefinite

development. In the oldest code the motive ijf the

Sabbath law itself is that “ thine ox and thine ass may
rest^ and the son of thy handmaid and the resld^t
alien may be refreshed.” The injunction respecti|igf

the fallen ass “ of him that hates thee ” (not, be^ itj

observed, of him whom thou hatest), to help

loosening it from its burden, has both a humani|||i^|
object as regards the ass, and a charitable mop^^
regards the enemy. It kills two birds with oneifel^':

and, like the law respecting the straying ox imd asS

which precedes it, is highly noticeable ani|.j!WjCn

inspiring. It is remarkable that the Deuter^^t)rtiilf|o
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code is here unable to maintain the high ethical

level of its predecessor. The “ enemy ” becomes a

“brother.”

One of the most interesting observations to be
made about the Pentateuchal codes is that we find

in thftm the beginnings of that curious ethical

sens^ivenea® and delicacy which is characteristic of

theRablji^,^ Here Gospels and Talmud supplement

each othA&* In the one we have the expression of an

heroic jMucs of self-sacrifice and adventure ; in the

other ift have the expression of a tender and delicate

ethicsgfbl^ every day. We need them both. One
fills the gaps of the other. Instances of this

budding delicacy are :
“ When thou dost lend thy

brothcf anything, thou shalt not go into his house

to fetch the pledge. Thou shalt stand outside, and
the man to whom thou dost lend shall bring out the

pledge unto thee.” If the man gives his upper
garment as a pledge, then it is to be restored to him
when the sun goes down, “ that he may sleep in it

and bless thee.” Again :
“ Thou shalt not curse

the deaf nor put a stumbling block before the blind,

but shalt fear thy God : I am Yahweh.” Delicate,

too, is the reason (and the inverted tit for tat does

this oldest legislator high honour) why the resident

aliep is not to be oppressed. The Israelites were
resident aliens and oppressed in Egypt. “ There-
fore ye know the heart of the resident alien : ye shall

not oppress him.” There are both preciseness and
delicapy in the injunction :

“ the wages of him that

is hired shall not abide with thee all night until

the morning.”
Finsdly, let us recur again to the command of

love. Is it, however, combined with a command to

hate ? There is no command to hate your enemy,
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whether in the Pentateuch or anywhere else in the

Old Testament. It is often remarked that the

familiar statement in the ^rmon on the Mount is

a justified inference from such passages as Deut.

xxiii. 3-6, in which it is said of the Ammonite and the

Moabite that “ thou shalt not seek their peace or

their prosjjbrity all thy days for ever.” Tne truth

is that a distinction must be made between private

enemies and the enemies of Israel or of God. I do
not know that it was regarded as an order and a duty

to hate the latter class of “ enemies,” but it nsoas, I

think, considered as legitimate. We cannot ignore

the fact that so deeply spiritual a man as the author

of Psalm cxxxix. exclaims :
“ Do I not hate them,

O Yahweh, that hate thee ? I hate them with

perfect hatred,” he adds, quite as if, so far from such

a hatred being a weakness, it was rather a feather in

his cap. But when we come to the private enemies

of the individual, that is altogether a different

matter. And it is very doubtful whether Jesus

in the Sermon on the Mount is not throughout

addressing himself to the individual and to the

individual’s private life. But there is no indication

that any hatred of a private and persbnal enemy was
permitted. Rather are there indications that private

enemies are to be forgiven and helped. We have
heard the law about the enemy’s ox. When we
take that law into conjunction with the culminating

injunctions in Leviticus xix., and in conjunction with

the maxims in Proverbs about forgiveness, is it fair

to say that the Old Testament orders, or even allows,

the Israelite to hate his enemy, if that enemy is to

be interpreted either as gi brother Israelite or as a

resident alien Is it even fair to say that the Old
Testament allows him to hate any man, whether
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Israelite or no, who is his personal, private foe ?

I do not think so. All ^e may say is that the Old
Testament allows him tdi hate IsraeVs enemies and
Tahweh's enemies in the lump and as a class. I do
not approve of this hatred. I refuse to believe that

God has any enemies. But the two c^es are, at

least, very different. And an enormous number of

Christians have not thought it inconsistent with the

order to love their enemies to show and feel any-

thing but love towards the enemies of their religion,

towards the heretic, towards the infidel. Jesus

himself found no inconsistency with his “ new
command ” of love in showing anything but love

towards the men who opposed his mission and
disbelieved in his claims and his authority. Let
us hear those verses of Leviticus again : I wish that

a Buddhist or a Hindoo would write their com-
mentary. “ Thou shalt not hate thy brother in

thy heart. . . . Thou shalt not avenge nor bear

any grudge against the children of thy people, but

thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself. The
resident alien that dwells with you shall be unto you
as one born among you, and thou shalt love him as

thyself ; for ye were resident aliens in the land of

Egypt: I am Yahweh, your God.” At any rate, no
less happy is our lot, who, if anything, seek to put
into these noble words even more than they at first

contained, than the lot of those who are always
wanting to recall and emphasise their possible limita-

tions. It is, perhaps, even more blessed to praise

than to depreciate.

The ethical ideals of Prophecy and Law are

reflected in the Psalter. * The 15th Psalm lays

down the moral conditions incumbent on those who
would ” sojourn in God’s tent.” Such a one must
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walk uprighdy and do righteousness ;
he must

speak the truth in his hearK He must not backbite

with his tongue or do evj^ to his neighbour. He
must not lend on usury or take a bribe. He must
not swerve from his sworn word, whatever to himself

may be the issue. The conditions, both outward

and inwaro, are more briefly summed up in the

24th Psalm :
“ Clean hands and a pure heart.”

To which is added truthfulness. The emphasis

upon the “tongue” became more and more marked
in the post-exilic period, in the direction both of

truth and of peace. “ Keep thy tongue from evil,

and thy lips from speaking guile ; depart from evil

and do good, seek peace and pursue it.”

It remains to say a few words about any contribu-

tion to ethics made by the Biblical sages, the authors

or compilers of the book of Proverbs. There are

two general points of value that deserve notice.

First, the identification of goodness with wisdom and
of both with religion was significant and influential.

It is not merely that goodness is the prudent,

wickedness the foolish, thing to do. It is not

merely that wickedness does not “ pay ” in the end,

that honesty is the best policy. The sages do,

indeed, urge this, and, perhaps, they urge it more
definitely than the facts of life would admit. But
there is something more. Goodness is wisdom in

a higher sense. It is man’s health, it is his higher

well-being
;

it is, in a deep sense, his life
;

it is his

soul’s salvation. Wickedness is folly, not merely
because, in the long run, it does not pay

;
it is folly

because it leads to every sort of vital ruin. Life to

the sages is not merely l«igth of days
;
death is not

merely physical death, or even sudden, premature,

or violent death. The words hover around a deeper
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signification. Life is good life ; it is wisdom ; it is

righteousness; it is the|fear and the knowledge of
God. Death is the o^osite of all this and its

negation. Life is thus drawing near to the New
Testament conception of “ eternal life,” which again ^

means more than the indefinite prolongation of

consciousness beyond the grave. Nexflf while the

sages are keen on retributive justice, keen that

virtue will be rewarded and wickedness punished,

they frequently imply, and almost definitely assert,

that the reward and the punishment are not some-
thing purely external. They are internal. At all

events, they are the necessary outcome of virtue and
wickedness respectively; not something added on to

them without any inherent connection. The wicked

are filled with their own devices or ways; the good
are filled with their own deeds. Thirdly, wisdom
is goodness, but it is also knowledge. And there is

an intellectual element in virtue : there is a unity in

the soul as in God. Moreover, wisdom is happiness.

So, too, is righteousness. This is very important
in two directions. First, though wisdom and good-
ness may and do bring outward prosperity, they

are better than outward prosperity. “ Wisdom is

better than rubies.”
“ Her gain is better than

gold.” Next,' wisdom is pleasant. Nor are you
really wise till wisdom is pleasant to you. Goodness
is happiness

; nor. are you fully good till you Me
being so. Jewish morality would sympathise with
the Aristotelian view that the truly righteous man
likes being righteous, while the truly wicked man
rejoices in his sin. “ The reward of a command is

a command,” say the I^bbis, and only he truly

fulfils the Law who experiences Joy in fulfilling it,

and fulfils it for its own sake.
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For the rest, the specific ideals of Proverbs do

not greatly add to what we have gathered in from
the Prophets and the Law.^ We have already noted

the deepening stress upon chastity, and also upon
the virtues and the vices of the tongue. Great

emphasis is laid upon truthfulness and straight-

forwardne^ ; also upon good temper, self-control,

peacefulness, humility, diligence, and moderation.

The ideal is quiet content
;
a modest competency

;

neither poverty nor riches. Great sympathy is

expressed for the poor, and righteousness tends

to assume its Talmudic signification of almsgiving

and benevolence. Before God there is equality.
“ The rich and the poor meet together. Yahweh
is the maker of them all.” “ Who stops his ears at

the cry of the poor, he shall cry himself, and not

be heard.” “ The poor and the oppressor meet
together : Yahweh lightens the eyes of both.” (A
remarkable adage, with which we may, I think,

compare Matthew v. 45.) But though there is this

marked sympathy with the poor, there is no delight

in poverty as such. Nor is there any puritan gloom.
Goodness is joy. And more generally, “ A merry
heart makes a cheerful countenance ; it brings good
healing; it is a continual feast.” Hateful alike in

their outward and inward results are envy, jealousy,

and anger. Though the wicked and the righteous

are strongly contrasted, it is not meant that any man
can boast of his virtue. “ Who can say, I have
made my heart pure, I am free from sin ? ” The
book of Proverbs does not deal with the relation of
Israel and the Israelites to the outer world and to

the heathen. Its adages are broadly human. How
far its authors would havelimited, or suggested that

others should limit, their charity to fellow-country-
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man or resident alien, it is impossible to say. We
cannot, therefore, defii;^tely state that in this, ^r,

indeed, in any other natter their moral ideals 'go

beyond those of the Lawgivers. The lovt of

neighbour is not mentioned; yet we have indications

that it was not unknown. V/e are, at aiw rate, told

that while “ hatred stirs up strife, love covers all

sins.” And in the matter of forgiveness and of

enemies, we may, perhaps, hold with justice that

Proverbs advances beyond the Law. So far as

God’s forgiveness is concerned, its doctrine is on
prophetic lines. It is parallel to that ofJonah, where

God only cancels the imminent punishment when
He sees that there is a positive turning from evil.

“ He who covers his sins shall not prosper : who
confesses and forsakes them shall have mercy.”

For the forgiveness of man by man we have the

adage :
“ Say not thou, I will recompense evil

; but

wait on Yahweh and He will save thee.” Then
again :

“ If thy enemy be hungry, give him bread to

eat
;
and if he be thirsty, give him water to drink.”

Is not this a practical love of enemies which even

Jesus would have approved of It may be objected

that its merit is partly cancelled by the continuation

;

“ for thou shalt heap coals of fire upon his head, and
Yahweh will reward thee.” The objection seems
to me somewhat frivolous. It need not be contended
that Proverbs xxv. 21 is a full equivalent of Matthew
V. 44, 45, but it is surely a big step upon the way.

And the concluding stimulus of reward is no worse
than precisely the same stimulus in Matthew vi. 4,

or Luke xiv. 14. Then, finally, we have the

sayings; “ Say not, I wiy do so to him as he has

done to me
;

I will render to the man according to

his work ” (a brave slap to tit for tat). “ Rejoice
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*

not when thine enemy falls, and let not thine heart

bif^glad when he stumbles.’\ But here too it is held

that the end destroys the beginning. “ Lest Yahweh
see i^and it displease Him, and He turns away His
wrath from him.” It has to be admitted that one

could wish the end away. But all the great

commentators hold that we must, at least, under-

stand the last clause to mean, “ lest God deflect His
anger which the enemy—assumed, because of his

‘ hate,’ to be a wicked man—aroused in Him from
that enemy to thee.” By this interpretation much of

the apparent ofFensiveness of the end is removed.

And we, at any rate, can neglect it wholly. For us

the maxims which we have brought together mean
that the heart is to be pure, and the hands are to be

helpful, when the enemy is in need. Is it requisite

to go much further } And that this last adage
represented a more or less well-known ideal we may
surmise from the parallel in Job. What is the

catalogue of sins from which the great sufferer

insists that he has kept his soul free } There is

first sensual lust
;
next, lack of pity and justice and

benevolence towards dependents or the poor. Next
comes pride in possessions ; next, inhospitality, and
lastly :

“ If I rejoiced at the destruction of him that

hated me, if I lifted myself up when calamity found
him.” Though put in negative form, the catalogue

yet represents no meagre list of virtues.

Ethical ideals may, as we shall see, find in New
Testament and Rabbinical literature refinement,

extension, deepening. But I can hardly think that

it is mere bias and prejudice and narrowness when
I contend that the root of the matter is already

contained within the four corners of the Old
Testament.



CHAPTER II

THE ADVANCE OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

This chapter of my little book will necessarily be
controversial. And, as has happened to me before,

I shall probably be attacked by both Jews and
Christians. To the second I shall not go nearly far

enough
; to the first a great deal too far, I can,

however, only set down what seem to me the facts

and the truth.

As regards the conception and nature of God,
I see little advance in New Testament teaching,

and least of all in the Synoptic Gospels. For the

Synoptics, at any rate, I am able to justify my own
view by a forcible quotation by two distinguished
Christian scholars. Dr. Foakes Jackson and Professor
Lake. They say ;

“ Until controversy with poly-
theism began, there is no sign that Christianity ever
claimed to be a new message as to the nature of
God. The God of Jesus and of his disciples is

identical with the God of the Jews : his message
was not the announcement that God is a Father or
King— that was assumed as part of the common
belief of Israel—it was rather instruction as to the
kind of conduct required from the children and
subjects of God, and tha future in store for the

obedient and disobedient.’’ ^

^ The Beginnings of Christianity^ part i. vol. i. p. 402.
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Again they say ;
“ In what way did the teaching

^ Jesus differ from that of his contemporaries ?

N«t—and the nature o|t much modern writing

maBBs it desirable to emphasise the negative—not

by teaching anything about God essentially new
to Jewish ears. The God of Jesus is the God of

the Jews, about whom he says nothing which cannot

be paralleled in Jewish literature.” ^ To these

two utterances from the two English theologians I

will add two from a great American scholar, perhaps

one of the most learned and impartial historians

of religion now living. “ Jesus was not in his

own thought or in the apprehension of those who
heard him, friend or foe, the founder of a new
religion. However different the emphasis of his

teaching from that of the school and the synagogue,

he had no doctrine about God’s nature and character,

or about what he requires of men, or on his relation

to his people and his purpose for them, or con-

cerning the hereafter of the individual and the

world, that would have been unfamiliar to a well-

instructed Jew of his time.” Again :
“ It has

been frequently asserted in recent times that the

Jewish conception of God in the age of Jesus

was of a being so exalted as to be remote and
inaccessible, or, as it is sometimes expressed, a
‘ transcendent ’ Deity ;

and that the immediateness

and reality of religious communion were corre-

spondingly impaired. The whole temper of Jewish
piety is a refutation of this singular misjudgement.
The loftiest terms of human speech are employed
to magnify God—^as they are in the Psalms and in

Christian liturgies from fhe New Testament down— but the greatness of God does not signify his

^ Op. cit, p. 288.
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aloofness, his holiness no longer means his in-

accessibility. ‘ What great nation is there th^
has gods as near to it as "^hweb our God is wherej^r

we call upon him ?
’ is spoken from the he^ of

the Jew in the age of the Mishnah as truly^s in

that of Deuteronomy. In later books <^the Old
Testament the title ‘ king ’ is frequently given to

God, and, following this usage, he is frequently

addressed in the prayers of the synagogue as ‘ our

king.’ In another sense he is the ‘ king of the

universe ’
;
and, as in the Old Testament, the sove-

reignty of God is the corner-stone of redemption.

The characteristic note of Jewish piety in this age

is the thought of God as father—not the father of

the people only, as in the Old Testament, but of

individuals. The name is much more frequent in

the liturgy and in the utterances of Palestinian

Rabbis than in the popular writings, whether

Hebrew or Greek. The word expresses love,

confidence, and intimacy, and the relation is re-

flected in the quality of obedience. The attitude

of the Jew towards God is contrasted in this respect

with that of the Gentile : the former is like a son
who serves his father gladly, saying, ‘ If I commit
a fault against my father he will not be angry with
me, for he loves me ’

;
the Gentile is like a foreign-

born slave;, who serves in fear, saying, ‘ If I commit
a fault against my niaster he will be angry with me.’
Sinners whose conscience makes them shrink from
approaching God are encouraged :

‘ Is it not your
father in heaven to whom you come In a time

of deepest depression after the war with Hadrian,
when all other help and hope failed, a Rabbi
exclaims ;

‘ Whom have we to lean upon ? One
only, our father who is in heaven.’ The sovereignty
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of God and his fatherhood are so far from con-

^ting that one of the mostrfamiliar of the synagogue

pni^ers begins :
‘ Our father, our king.’

” ^

js, as I have elsewhere stated, probable that,

in s(^e ways, the conception of God’s nature

which wae held by Jesus was less mature and less

“ philoso^ical ” than that held, for example, by

the author of the 8 th chapter of Proverbs, or by

thq author of the 139th Psalm. This would not,

however, imply that God was less near and less

intensely realised and experienced by Jesus than

by those two writers. On the contrary. The
truth would be just the reverse. God may be very

near to a man, and very intensely realised and
experienced, and yet that man may conceive God’s

nature in a very childlike manner. The limited

and childlike conception does not interfere with

the intensity (and the purity) of the experience.

And though we have nothing theoretic to learn

from Jesus as to the divine nature, we can still be

moved and helped by the echo, as imperfectly

retained in the Synoptics, of the intensity and the

purity of that experience.

The divine fatherhood was clearly realised by
Jesus with the utmost clearness and intimacy. He
would have wished that all his disciples should have
realised that fatherhood as closely and fully as he.

And though the fatherhood is not particularly

stressed by Mark, and is an especial characteristic

of Matthew, we may, nevertheless, believe it to

have been a genuine feature of the language and
the teaching of Jesus. The scholars from whom

^ G. F. Moore, History of Religions, vol. ii. pp. 114, 73. I have not
thought it well to curtail the quotations. The Rabbinic passages in the second
quotation may have to be cited again in a subsequent chapter.
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I have just quoted say :
“ The fatherhood of God

is a characteristically ^wish doctrine, found m.

equal abundance in t^ Old Testament an^^h
Rabbinic literature.” (There is a little exaa^ra-
tion in this sentence, at least about djfe Old
Testament.) ” This fatherhood of Gô is not

represented in Mark and in Q as cMracteristic

of the teaching of Jesus and of the apostles,

though no doubt it was part of their concept

of God.”^ For our present purpose it does not

matter whether the actual use of the word
“ father ” in reference to God was made by Jesus

himself, or whether it is due to the “ reporters,”

and more especially to Matthew. We have to

take the Gospels as we find them. And though it

cannot be said that even the language of Matthew
adds anything new to the conception of the nature

of God, as it was known and taught in the age of

Jesus, it does add' something to the general im-

pression which we win from the pages of the Old
Testament. It does not add much to the general

impression which we can gain from Rabbinical

literature except in so far as it is highly concentrated.

We may perhaps say that both Matthew and the

Rabbinical literature represent a certain advance on
the Old Testament. We certainly do not get in

the Hebrew Bible any teacher speaking of God and
to God as “ Father,” “ my Father,” “ your Father,”

and “ our Father,” like the Jesus of Matthew.
We do not get so habitual and concentrated a use

from any Rabbi in the Talmud. And this habitual

and concentrated use rightly produces upon us an

impression. By it we aje led to believe all the

more in the truth of the doctrine on which it rests.

^ The Beginnings of Christianity^ vol, i. pp. 401, 402.
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We are moved by it to wish that we, too, could feel

di^t doctrine, even as Jesu* teaches that we ought to

fe^t
;
and that we, too,» could order our lives in

its ll^t and by its strength.

\N^n we pass from the Synoptic Gospels to the

rest of tite New Testament scriptures, the doctrine

about God becomes so closely connected with the

doctrine about Christ that for our own purposes

its value is diminished. Whether it registers

advance or no depends ultimately upon the truth

of some of those specific teachings which separate

Christianity from Judaism. Any discussion of that

question lies entirely outside the scope of this book.

I have already alluded to the statement in the

Fourth Gospel about the spiritual nature of God.
It appears to sum up, to sharpen, and to bring to a

conclusion, teaching which was more or less clearly

expressed and implied in the Old Testament.

When Isaiah said that the Egyptians were men and
not God, and that their horses were flesh and not

spirit, he implied, I should imagine, that God was
spirit and not flesh. The spirit of God, as de-

scribed in Psalm cxxxix., is hardly to be distinguished

from God Himself. In the Fourth Gospel, how-
ever, the teaching is definite and explicit. “ God
is spirit.” But though it carries forward Isaiah’s

teaching to its logical conclusion, it was the result

of Greek as well as of Hebrew, thinking. It

represents a mingling of two streams. Its point

and emphasis lie in its application
; because God

is a spirit, therefore He must be spiritually wor-
shipped. The depreciation of animal sacrifices and
of the Temple service joins hands with the highest

teaching of prophet and psalmist. “ Do I eat the

flesh of bulls, or drink the blood of goats ?
” “ Is
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God pleased with thousands of rams or with ten

thousands of rivers of oUA” From different poit^j^

of view is reached a simfar conclusion. The tme
worship of the omnipresent God is not limitgftt to

any one place. Its essence does not lie in n^erial

symbols or sacrifices. The spiritual God^ust be

spiritually worshipped. So, too, in Paurs address

to the Athenians in Acts, the Old Testament

teaching that God docs not dwell in man-made
temples and shrines is expressed with the utmost

emphasis. He does not live in temples made with

hands
;

neither can men’s hands serve Him. And
the deduction from this spirituality and omni-

presence of God is that God is near to all men
without distinction of race, and then follows the

famous saying, half Greek and half Hebrew, “ For
in Him we live, and move, and have our being.”

(The fine phrase “ have our being ” is a, perhaps,

justified filling-out of the simple word “ are ” of

the Greek original.) They who are not philo-

sophers would be hard put to it to explain exactly

what this saying means
;

yet we feel it to express,

in necessarily inadequate words, one side of a

complex truth. God is present in all things, shall

we say, but He is more present in life than in inert

and lifeless matter, and most present of all in

human souls. We men, capable, as we are, bf
knowledge, goodness, and love, have more of Him
than beast and plant and stone. The doctrine of
the divine immanence can only be imperfectly and
inadequately understood and appreciated by most
of us

;
it has to be set forth in various ways, more

or less halting, more or Ipss inadequate, more or

less incomplete. One of these ways is Paul’s, and
W6 shall, surely, be glad to use it, even though it
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may not say all we feel, or even though it cannot

be paraphrased by us with perfect clearness and

iS^lligibility. The words[are noble. They answer,

ho^ss than Psalm cxxxix. or i Kings viii. 27, to

our ajepest conviction ;
they are, therefore, by no

meansk^rely sublime to us because we have been

taught t^ regard them so, and still less because,

being unintelligible, they are supposed to be

magnificent. We feel that they do partly express

a truth of religious experience even though we, who
are not philosophers, cannot fully set forth that

truth to our own minds or to others in ordered

words and phrases.

Paul’s doctrine of the divine spirit cannot give

much help to Jewish readers to-day. That is not

because the conception of the divine spirit is not part

of our own religion. It is because Paul’s doctrine

concerning it has to be so pruned and curtailed

before we can make use of it that what remains

over does not really carry us beyond the Spirit or

Wisdom doctrine in the Old Testament and the

Apocrypha and in the Rabbinical literature.

Nor does either Paul or the author of the Fourth
Gospel tell us anything entirely fresh as to the

character of God. Nevertheless, the teaching of
the First Epistle of John that “ God is love ” cannot

be overlooked or ignored. Nothing can be more
striking or more noble than the ethical use to

which the doctrine is put, or the argument which
leads up to it. It is an appeal to the disciples and
believers, but it could be equally an appeal to all our
fellow-men. “ Let us love one another : for love is

of God ; and every one that loves is begotten of
God, and knows God. "^He that loves not knows
not God

;
for God is love.” It is idle to attempt
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to minimise or to pare away the greatness of these

moving and wonderful words. And it would hp
foolish to argue that goodness or righteous®^
could be put equally well in the place ofJme.
“ Let us be good and righteous to one ai^her ;

for goodness and righteousness are of
; and

every one that is good and righteous is begotten

of God, and knows God. He that is not good and
righteous knows not God, for God is goodness

and righteousness.” The words may be true

enough, but who does not feel that the force and
fire have gone out of them ? And more. For
who does not feel that there is, not only more force

and fire, but also more irutky in the original than in

the substitute ? It is, in one sense, a question of

words. A Christian can give an impassioned de-

scription of, all that he means by love, and a Jew,
if he pleases, can say :

“ Yes, that is exactly what
I mean by righteousness.” But two observations

must be made if the Jew chooses to say this. His
use of righteousness or of goodness is not the use
made of these words by ordinary men

;
the mean-

ing commonly poured into the word “ love,” and
associated with it, he has removed from “ love,”

and somewhat arbitrarily added on to ” righteous-

ness.” Again, the Hebrew word for righteousness

does not mean and imply all that the Christian

means by love, and it is doubtful how far the Hebrew
word Chesed (though a great and noble word, as I

have urged) means quite the same as the Christian

means by love, or as the author of the Epistle

meant by Agape. The Christian and the author of
the Epistle mean somethinjg more forthgoing, more
passionate, more venturous, more selfi-sacrificing,

more eager, more giving, than can honestly be said

p



410 THEOLDTESTAMENTAND AFTER ch.

to 4>e connoted by righteousness or goodness. It ts

the virtue which, as the author of the Gospel say^

dCTM in its height “ causef a man to lay down his

Jife^r his friend.” It is the virtue which drived

a maSfc forth to save, to redeem, and to forgive.

virteae is more than “ goodness ” and more than
“ righteo^ness.” It is charged with emotion. It

,is filled with longing and yearning. It is, in short,

“ love,” and love, being all that, is more than

goodness and more than righteousness, and we dare

hot forgo the word, lest we do not practise or adore

the thing. Moreover, the saying in the Epistle

lays down the one great “ proof” to the believer

of the existence of God. Love calls out to love.

Human love recognises divine love. We are unable

to believe that man’s love has not a superhuman
source and a superhuman guarantee. And only

through love can we, in spite of evil, believe in

God’s love or in God. From the visible to the

invisible. The author is justified in arguing :
‘‘ He

that does not love his brother whom he has seen,

cannot love God whom he has not seen.” I admit
that the Christian believer is justified in pleading

that he who, as regards this great passage in i John
iv. 7-21, does not accept verses 9, 10, ii, 14, 15,
cannot feel the full force of the whole. But I do
not think he can urge that unless the Christology

be accepted, the whole argument falls altogether to

the ground. Even in that mangled form of it

which remains after the “ Son ” verses are removed,
the passage has still, as it seems to me, cogency,

nobility, and truth. Jews, as well as Christians, can

be grateful for it
;

tl^ey, too, can believe that
'** God is love.”

There is a certain advantage and even progress
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gained by the New Testament combination ofthe two
Hebrew words Chesed and Ahabah into the sinaM
wbrd Agape. By that Imalgamation we get jSe
emergence of love (Agape), as both the hipest
attribute of God—His true essence—andjlts the

highest quality of man. In the Old TJi^ament,
especially in Deuteronomy, man is urged to love

God, and the word used is Ahob. Sometimes the

love of God for Israel is also alluded to by the verb

Ahob and the noun Ahabah. Again, a good deal is

said of the divine Chesed, or loving-kindness, and
sometimes this same quality of God is put forward

as a human ideal as well. “ I desire Chesed and not

sacrifice,” where the Chesed which God desires is a

quality to be shown by man to man. But there is

no clear combination of Ahabah and Chesed, no final

emergence of love, as the one great supreme link

between man and God, as at once the essence of the

divine nature and the ideal of all human action.

From these somewhat meagre contributions to

the doctrine of the nature and character of God, we
may pass on to the relation of God to man. Here
we are immediately reminded of the Pauline uni-

versalism. It is true that Paul usually presents the
doctrine to us in a form which is not only unaccept-
able to Jews, but which itself paved the way for a

new particularism of a theological, instead of a

national, kind. He says emphatically: “ There can
be neither Jew nor Greek ;

there can be neither

bond nor free; there can be no male and female,” but
it is because “ye all are one man in Christ Jesus.”
(Or in a modern rendering :

“ There is no longer
any distinction between Jew,and Greek, slave or free^.

male or female, but ye are all one in union with
Christ Jesus.”) And

,
again, in the Colossians :
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In the “ new man,” “ there cannot be Greek and
circumcision and uncircumcision, barbarian,

Scjkhian, bondman, freeman.” And whj^ ? Be-

caulk “ Christ is all, and in all.” Nevertheless, we
can achmt the universalism and reject the limitation.

It is noHfor us that “ CMsf is all, and in all,” but

for us it is that “ is all, and in all.” God, not

Christ, is our Lord, and referring the noun to God
and not to Christ, we can re-echo, and even render

tribute to the words :
“ There is no distinction

between Jew and Greek; for the same Lord is Lord
of all, and is rich unto all that call upon Him.”
And without such mental substitution we can adopt

the words :
“ Is God the God of the Jews only ?

Is He not the God of the Gentiles also ? Yes,

surely, of the Gentiles also, if so be that God is

One.” (Or, “ if so be that there is one God only.”)

Here the deduction from the divine unity is clear

and categoric. The one God is, as the Pentateuch

had already declared, the “ God of the spirits of all

flesh,” or, as the Psalmist said: “ The Lord is nigh

unto a// that call upon Him.” But what is implicit

has now become explicit. Controversy has brought

out the full and complete universalism which was
either latent or incompletely expressed in the earlier

teaching. Even before the Gentiles know Him, He
is, nevertheless, their God. The end is contained

in the beginning. ” My house shall be called a

house of prayer for all nations.” Air men have a

common origin ; their human father was one and
the same man (Adam), and their divine father is one
and the same God. As the Paul of Acts says to

the Athenians: “God created all nations from a

common stock,” even “ as certain even of your own
poets have said. For we also are His offspring.”

‘
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Thus, if all men are equally the creation of Gk)d,

if in virtue of theilr reason or soul—call it what you
will—^they are all His children, then He cannc^fect

kindly to one group and unkindly to another, barause

one is white and another black, or becajjl^ one
group call themselves Jews and another ^roup call

themselves Greeks. There can be no gross idea,

such as that “ this world is for the Gentiles, the

next world for the Jews.” The divine impartiality

(however hard to reconcile with the facts of life)

must be absolute. There can unly be an election

to service ;
there can only be a privilege in sacrifice.

Paul and Deutero-Isaiah ” clasp hands.

It ought, perhaps, to be added, though this is

scarcely the place to mention it, that the universalism

which we acknowledge, and for which we are grate-

ful, in Paul, is not clearly to be found in the teachings

of Jesus. There are hints and adumbrations, just

as there are hints and adumbrations in the Prophets

and the Psalms, but no more. Desperate attempts

have been made by Christian theologians to argue

that Jesus taught distinctly and openly a full and
complete universalism. But the attempts have failed.

We need not press the anti-Gentile passages, or

discuss their authenticity. We can leave them on
one side. Even without using them, it is a fact

that Jesus never fully and openly declares that all

men, be their race, or beliefs what they may, stand

on a footing of equality before God. He never

categorically asserts that all men alike are His chil-

dren. Why may not Paul have his own glory ?

Jesus has enough. Suum cuique. It is true that

Jesus, on the occasion of, his conversation with the

heathen centurion at Capernaum, is reported to

have said: “ Many (*.^. many Gentiles) will conje
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from'^the east and the west, and will sit down with

i^raham, Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom of

he^en.” And not only io. There will also be a

corMBponding exclusion of Jews. “ The children

of tho^ingdom will depart into the outer dark-

ness.” >^hether these words are authentic or not

does not here concern us. For our purpose their

value is the same, whoever be their author. And
value they have. Yet on the positive or admitting

side they hardly go beyond the prophet’s, “Yet will

I gather others unto him besides his own that are

gathered.” They are not on a line with the direct

and categoric universalism of Paul.

Something of the same sort might be said of the

exquisite parable of the Good Samaritan. I do not

here press the point on which, though ignored by
almost all the Christian commentators, I feel very

confident, that “ Samaritan ” formed no part of the

original parable as spoken by Jesus. Taking the

noble parable as it stands, its teaching is that a

neighbour must be understood to be the man who
has helped you in your hour of need, or the man
who, in his hour of need, requires your help. And
that, whether for gratitude or charity, “ neighbour

”

is to be interpreted without limitations of race, and
is even to include the members of a despised and
hated race, who are therefore to be despised and
hated no more, is teaching no less wholesome than
sublime. The contrast between Luke’s parable and
such a passage as Ecclesiasticus 1 . 25, 26, is great

indeed. But that the parable lays down the equality

of all men in the eyes of God, or the equal love of

fjod to all, can; I think^ be no more reasonably

'asserted than that a similar doctrine is found in the

Sermon on the Mount, because Jesus says there :
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“ Love your enemies,” and “ God makes His sun
rise on the evil and the go6d, and sends rain on the

just and the unjust.” Jesus has not here the Ms-
tinction between Jew and Gentile in his mind/and
it is uncritical to driv^ into, or draw out f^m, his

words what cannot legitimately be foun^^ them.

His teaching is noble enough to stand, as it were,

upon its own feet ;
it need not be made to mean

more than it does mean, for what it does mean is

sufficiently significant and great.

What advance or fresh light do we get in the

New Testament concerning the dealings, and the

method of the dealings, of God with man ? That

God rewards and punirhes is no less the doctrine of

the New Testament than of the Old Testament.

That the reward is for virtue and the punishment

for sin is unequivocally maintained by Paul as well

as by Jesus. But the growth and acceptance of the

doctrine of a future life and of a judgement beyond
the grave made many differences in the teaching

about divine retribution, whether in the New Testa-

ment or in the Rabbinic literature. It matters not

whether the future life is connected with a resurrec-

tion of the body or with a more spiritual immortality

of the soul
;
whether the scene is a regenerate and

transfigured earth or a heavenly Jerusalem. In any
case, the old difficulties as to the prosperity of the

wicked and the misfortunes of the good no longer

worry the mind. Both the one and the other may
be a sign, not of God’s apparent neglect or in-

difference, but of His wisdom and His grace. The
greater the prosperity here, the more assured can

be the punishment hereafter, and the more poignant;-

the earthly calamity, the more exquisite and the

more permanent will be the bliss of the future and .
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its ffelicity. Again, reward on earth tends to be
nuterial

; reward beyond the grave is spiritual.
“ j^e has not seen and elr has not heard.” The
rewaijd is neither proportionate to the virtue, nor is

it of\he same kind as the earthly prosperity of

wickednH^.
The doctrines of the “ world to come,” of the

resurrection, and of the future life, tend by their

very nature to modify the crudities of the old teach-

ing of retribution, and tit for tat. It is true that

God rewards and punishes, but both the reward and
the punishment are out of proportion to the deed.
For my own part, I see in the punishment doctrine,

both of the New Testament and of the Rabbis, an
ethical injustice. Finite faults receive infinite pun-
ishments

; the New Testament especially seems to

ignore the doctrine thatpunishment is disciplinal. If

for any earthly sin, however heinous, the punishment
is either to last for ever or to consist in complete
annihilation (and both Jesus and Paul seem to have
thought that the lot of the wicked would be either

the one or the other), it is hopelessly unsuited to,

and unworthy of, a Deity who has created the souls
of men, and is described as love. It is idle to

defend the odious doctrine by saying that man’s
liberty to sin is a necessary corollary of his capacity
to be really good, and that when the will is fixedly

hostile to the good, eternal exclusion from beatitude
is inevitable. The God of Jesus and Paul did not
work by formulae such as these. If He condemns
certain people to eternal perdition, or to eternal

absence from felicity, or to annihilation, He does so
because He thinks it to bp right and just. He need
noj do so. The responsibility for the perdition

and the annihilation is as much His as it is the
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sinner’s, and even more. Hence, so far as the

wicked are -concerned, the New Testament helps us

not at all. On the comrary. The material As-
perity of the wicked on earth is a much less torVible

puzzle than what is predicated of their^te by

Jesus and by Paul. A loving God and s^mery hell

from which there is, so far as we can gather, no

return ; out of which, so far as we are told, there is

no escape—that is a worse inconsistency than any-

thing in the pages of the Old Testament. There,

at all events, God’s punishments are ended by death

!

But from the other side of the picture there is

much to learn, and it is for us to accept the good

and fit it in, while neglecting and ignoring the evil.

We are happily quite free.

The reward is not only greater than the goodness

which it rewards, but, in one sense, and that the

higher sense, it is no reward at all. It is no reward,

because we have no claim upon God, and, do what
we may, we have no right to be rewarded. Before

God we have no merit. “ For merit lives from man
to man, and not from man, O Lord, to Thee.” Why
have we no right to be rewarded } Why is the idea

of merit inapplicable to the relation of man to God }

The answer which may be inferred from the teaching

of Jesus in the Synoptics would appear to be two-
fold. First, we are God’s servants no less than His
children, and whatever service we render (and our
“ goodness ” is just “ service ”) is no more than our
duty. That God created us with the capacity to

serve Him is reward enough. There can be no
reward in addition. Secondly, man always falls

short of what he ought to, do ;
he always misses the

ideal
;
who is there that feels that he has done as

much as he ought to do, or been as “ good ” as he



218 THEOLB'TfeSTAMENTAND AFTER o«,

ought to be? How, then, can we dare to speak

of reward, when what we have left undone is far

gniBter than what has been bone ? The greater our

capaSbty for goodness, the greater is the demand
whicnS^ rightly made of us, the higher up is set the

standaroV^ There is, therefore, none who can justly

boast
;
humility and a sense of imperfection are

in place for all. The first reply we may perceive

most clearly in the noble parable of the servants

and the supper. “ Does the master thank his slaves

because they do what he has bidden them ? Even
so ye also, when ye shall have done all the things

which are commanded you, say. We are slaves
;
we

<have only done that which it was our duty to do.” ^

The second reply has to be gleaned or inferred from
many different passages. God’s rewards are out of

proportion to man’s deeds or deserts. Him who
has been faithful in respect of little God sets over

much. On the other hand, the greater the gifts, the

greater the demand. He who has the capacity for

sainthood will yet fall short of the divine standards.

The moral commandments may be the same for all,

but God deals with men according to different

standards
;
their nature and opportunities are taken

into account. The old mechanical doctrine of

retribution is broken down. Higher principles

become apparent. Again, in the famous parable of

the Pharisee and the tax-collector, it seems evidently

implied that nobody has the right to consider himself

righteous
;
everybody has fallen short. He who

exalts himself must be abased. The exact interpre-

tation of all the “ child ” passages in the Ggspels is

^ The omiision of the adjective unprofitable
*’

in accordance with the
reading of the Sinaitic Syriac immenaely addt to the aignificance of the
passagi^v So Wellhausen. But see also Klostermann, adioc. (1919).
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not perfectly clear. But one strain of meaning 'fs

undoubtedly that the child is supposed by Jesus to

be humble and not self-r%hteous. Hence it is s^d

:

“ Whoever shall humble himself as a little child, he

is greatest in the kingdom of heaven.”^'Who,
indeed, is, or ought to be, without the con.^iousness

of sin ? Hence Jesus could state as a fact, or urge

as a religious demand, “ He that is without sin

among you, let him first cast a stone at her.” Most
significant of all is the great parable of the labourers

in the vineyard. For unequal work the labourers

receive equal hire. Not only that from unequal

opportunities God does not demand equal results,

but to unequal work Gcd may give equal “ rewards.”

As I have said elsewhere :
“ The parable was

intended to teach that ‘ eternal life ’ is the result of

grace rather than of work ; or, at any rate, that the

laws which govern admission to it are quite different

from those which govern business transactions upon
earth. Even if, at the last hour, a man chooses the

better part and does his best, his ‘ reward ’ after

death may be the same as that given to another who
had laboured for goodness much longer. God gives

of His own, and He gives His grace in full measure.

Tit for tat may do on earth ;
it is not good enough

for heaven. Though the bad man may be excluded

from ‘ eternal life,’ it is only by God’s grace that

the good man gets it. Just as the first labourers had
no reason to complain, for they got their ‘ due,’ so

have none reason to complain if the same ‘ life

eternal ’ is given alike to those who ‘ deserve ’ it

more and to those who (on tit for tat lines) ‘ deserve
’

it less. From one point,of view, none ‘deserve’

it at all
;
from another, if those who most ‘ deserve

’

it obtain it, how can they complain if, by God’s
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overflowing goodness, those aiso obtain it who
‘ deserve ’ it less ? Inequality of service and equal
‘ ?^jvard.’ That is the higher justice of grace and

love upon which God acts." *

ThS& needed corrections for the doctrine of

retribuo^p the Jew can thus find in the Synoptic

Gospels ; it is more doubtful how far he can use with

profit the Pauline antithesis between faith and works,

and, the Pauline theory of “justification.” They
are too scholastic and subtle in form, and too closely

connected with the whole Christological doctrine,

to be of much religious value to those who reject

the Christology. Nevertheless, Paul’s attack on
“ boasting,” on confidence in one’s own works, on

any reliance upon, or satisfaction in, “ merit ” can

hardly fail to be impressive for those who can free

themselves from prejudice, and rise above the

documents into a serener air. We must translate

the whole argument into a modern form ; we must
look away from its letter and seek to get at its spirit.

And then we shall obtain something like this.

What is needed of us is faith. Faith in goodness

and love, and faith in God as their source and
guarantee. God, goodness, and love (to which we
must add truth and beauty), are the things in the

world, and out of it, which are most worth having and
enjoying ; they are, in a sense, the only real things,

and for them it is worth while to suffer and to “ die.”

So believing, with that as our faith, let us go right

ahead in confidence and hope. In that faith let us

live and labour. The stronger that faith is, the

more intensely we realise it, the less we shall sin

;

if we had faith ever purely and constantly and
powerfully with us, we should need no commands

' SyWiptk Gospels^ vol. ii. p. 700.
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and kws. We should always do the right. If we
had that faith in its fullne&s, and realised it always

and at every moment of ^tion, we should not, indeed
we could not, sin at all. (“ Virtue is knowledge
yes, in one sense. “ Virtue is faith yes^in one
sense.) But this faith is not our achieveiraint in the

sense that it is our achievement if we pick up a stone

from the ground
;

it is in a true sense the gift of

God. It is the immanent divine spirit within us

;

it is God working within us. Therefore, So far as

we have it, we cannot boast of it
;
we cannot regard

it as a labour attained
;

it is not a merit, it is a grace.

And therefore, too, the works which spring from it,

and are caused by it, are not a merit, and are not, in

the truest sense, the fit subject of reward. For what

God gives. He cannot, logically or religiously, tender

reward. The result, whether on earth or beyond, is

always grace, always gift, always love.

I do not say that all this is the whole truth, or that

it does not need supplement and qualification, but

it is, at least, one aspect of the truth. And it is,

I also think, an inspiring, a liberating, a healthy

aspect. It keeps us fresh and humble, loving and
eager

;
it prevents us from worrying, on the one

hand
; it makes us hopeful, on the other. It frees

us from meticulous scrupulosities, but it also drives

us forward to deeds of service and of love. And we
owe it to Paul.

We may also, perhaps, modernise the Pauline
conceptions, and use them for our own advantage,

in the following way. We may say that there is a

certain lack in the Old Testament of an adequate
conception of personality and of character. More
especially to the authors of the Law, and to all who
fell under its influence, a man is good who does good
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deeds, and cjoes not do bad deeds. A man is bad
who does bad deeds, and does not do good deeds.

But the self, the man, the jjersonality, the character,

are more or less than the deeds
;
the personality is not

a sum^ the deeds, nor is it the result of the sub-

tractionNf bad deeds from good, or of good deeds

from bad. Paul teaches us to look beyond the mere
deeds, and in any case to estimate a man in less

arithmetical a manner. Paul’s thoughts and con-

ceptions tumble over one another
;
they are not

always consistent
;
they are presented in an archaic

and unacceptable form
;
but out of the form there

emerges the idea of a personality set towards evil

or towards good, the idea of a character which

is a whole
;
which, though expressed more or less

imperfectly in deeds, is yet more (or less) than the

deeds. The character as a whole, and so far as it

is a unity, is irradiated and made one and “ all of a

piece ” by a single principle, life-giving and unifying,

stimulating and sustaining, and its deeds are thc^

deeds which circumstance and principle together

compel it, and make it desire and rejoice, to do. So
far as it sins, it is because the principle has not yet

completely dominated it, or because, at any given

moment of temptation, the principle is not perfectly

realised, or brought with perfect vividness before

the mind.
This doctrine of the personality and of the

vivifying principle can, I think, be elicited from
Paul. Nor is the doctrine limited to the form in

which Paul presents it. The vivifying principle

need not be his. We can apply the doctrine to our

own principle, that is to say, to the principle in which
we ourselves believe, and we can so make use of it.

We can, for example, fit it on to the principle of man’s
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love of God. We can thus give a completely Jewish
garb to Paul’s teaching, for none can deny that the

love of God is a Jewish ideal. The “ good ” man,
then, is he whose personality is quickened and inter-

penetrated, ruled and transfigured, by the ppnciple

of the love of God, and all his deeds, so far as his

personality is completely thus transfigured, are the

expression of this principle. We are, however,

only then true to Pauline teaching, if this very prin-

ciple is not regarded as something to be acquired

by mere will and effort, and still less as an outward

command to be obeyed, but as a gift of God, as the

working in the man of the divine spirit, as something

for which he has not to be proud, but tp be grateful ;

which in one sense is, indeed, his own, but, in

another and deeper sense, is not himself at all, but

God working within him, God purifying and illu-

minating him. His love of God is thus also God’s

love of him. They are two aspects or two different

expressions for one and the same thing.

It is the doctrine of the personality and of the

vivifying priixiple which may supply a certain cor-

rective to another deficiency towards which some
critics have seen a certain tendency in those Old
Testament writings which are later than the priestly

code. If virtue is doing so and so many good
deeds, and refraining from so and so many evil ones,

two results may ensue. A man may have the con-

sciousness that he has done a number of “ good
”

deeds—obeyed the Law—and that he has not done a

number of evil ones—not disobeyed the Law. He
may be proud and self-righteous. Or, again, he
may feel that he has not done enough good deeds,

and that he has committed many evil deeds. He
may have a too oppressive consciousness of sin. It
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would be fw^sible to give certain examples pf both

consequences from the pages of the Old Testament.

Anci here, too, the Pauline doctrine can be
translated into more modern and more Jewish terms,

and be of corrective and supplementary utility.

The good man is he who does good deeds, not

because he is ordered, and not in order to gain

reward, but as the glad outflow of a yearning, a

desire, a love. Hence he is not puffed up by what
he does, and he seeks no reward for it

;
for what he

does is, on the one hand, his joy and his life, but on
the other hand, it is God’s work rather than his ; it

is the result of the divine grace and gift
;

it is God
working in lum

;
it is not the outcome of his own

unaided will or strength, acting independently of

the divine will and the divine strength. Done for

love and with joy and for its own sake, it is done
most freely. When he does good, the man is most
“ himself,” and yet when he does good, it is least of
all “ he who has done it.” He can ascribe no merit

to himself for what he does, but he can ascribe blame
to himself (be this a noble inconsistency or not) for

what he has failed to do. He “ ought ” to do yet
more. The divine gift is never perfectly appro-
priated. Yet, on the other hand, though he will

not be careless or casual, he will not despair. His
duty or ideal is not to accomplish an endless series

of definite deeds, but ever, in all circumstances, to

express the principle, to go right ahead, doing his

best, loving, serving, and trusting in God.
All this may be regarded as another way of ex-

pressing the doctrine that man is “ saved ” or

“justified” by “ faith ’’rather than by “works.”
In other words, man reaches or realises the highest

not by fulfilling a number of enactments, but by
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being filled with, and transfigured by, a single great

and ruling principle. Or, again, in yet other words,

being is higher than doing, for being is the source

of doing, and determines its worth. We may allow

that to meet the exaggeration of works we need

faith, and to meet the exaggeration of faith we need

works. The Old Testament must be corrected and
supplemented by the NeW, and the New must be

corrected and supplemented by the Old.

The doctrine of faith as taught by Jesus in the

Synoptics is simpler, and runs on more familiar

Jewish lines. Faith, to Jesus, is trust in God. It,

is complete surrender to His love. It is absolute

confidence in His goodness and in His .power. The
faith which Jesus demanded was only faith in himself

so far as to recognise that he was the prophet and
messenger of God. We are only concerned with it

here in so far as Jesus seems to conceive that God
looks pre-eminently to this faith as t\x& fundamental
quality, or the supreme virtue, which he desires man
to seek for and to possess. Him who has this faith

it is right thac God should help and heal. By and
through this complete trust in God, God can operate

on man. Through faith man puts himself into the

right attitude for receiving that which God can give

him. Such appears to be the teaching.

Vaith was no new virtue. The Psalmists had
already spoken of trust in God ;

they had urged it

as a duty ; they had praised it as a delightful experi-

ence. Jesus, however, puts it more into the fore-

front of the virtues than they. If implicit trust in

God, such as Jesus asked for, filled our minds and
hearts, what might we suppose would be its effects

First, great fortitude in endurance. Next, a great

courage in daring and doing. Thirdly, inasmuch
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as a
,
living fajth in God means a most vmd real-

isation of lli6 presence, it should, I think, gready

increase our capacity to resist temptation, and prevent

temptation passing over into sin. The assurance of

the divine help produces help ; a sinful thought is

quickly driven out of consciousness by the resurgence

of the idea of God, the faith in His presence, His

power and His love. Carry the thought of God
about with you, and the realisation of Him will, as

k were, do battle for you with the sinful desire, and

\it will put it to flight. Trust in God; He can be

;^ur talisman.

As Jesus modifies the doctrine of retribution in

the directions that have been indicated, one might

suppose that he would also have touched upon and

criticised the old view that suffering betokened sin.

It is commonly believed that he did so in a well-

known passage in Luke (xiii. 1-5). This is not,

however, the case. Jesus does not deny that the

Galilaeans, or the eighteen upon whom the tower of

Siloam fell, had deserved their fate because of their

sinfulness ;
he only denies that they were greate,r

sinners than others. A fate similar to theirs shall

befall others, unless they speedily repent. But
in the Fourth Gospel the relation of sufFeri{\g* to

sin does seem to be discussed, and the doctrine

;

that suffering betokens sin may, perhaps, be. con-
' demned. Jesus sees a man who was blind

his birth. His disciples ask hini whether the man’s
blindness was due to his own sin or to that of his

parents. Jesus replies : “Neither did this man sii^

nor his parents.” The reason of his blindness was
“ that the works of God should be made manifest

in him.” Jesus then proceeds, by a miracle, to

heal him so that he sees. It is possible that all that
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is meant is that the man’s blindness was divinely

arranged for the sake of the miracle^ and, indeed,

this is all which, taken strictly, the words mean.
Nevertheless, while we cannot allow the pathetic

eagerness of the Christian commentators to find a

proof that Jesus condemned the “ current Jewish
”

doctrine of retribution so far as Luke is concerned,

to be well founded, we may, perhaps, concede that

the Johannine Jesus had this condemnation also in

his mind.

As regards the question of God’s attitude to

sinners, there is little advance in the New Testa-

ment on the Old Testament. The beautiful words,
“ There is more joy in heaven over one sinner that

repents than over ninety-nine righteous who need

no repentance ” do not go further than Ezekiel’s

noble “ I have no pleasure in the death of him
that dieth.” In fact, the whole doctrine of re-

pentance is more fully worked out, and more
elaborately illustrated, in the Rabbinical literature

than in the New Testament. And the much-praised

words :
“ He makes his sun to rise on the evil and

the good ” (to which, by the way, there is a good
Rabbij^ic parallel) are overborne, and made of no
accoisnt, by the doctrine of Gehenna and of the wide
and broad way that leads to destruction, and the

mar^ who enter upon it.

It is curious that one of the most remarkable
and far-reaching utterances of Jesus about sinners

depends upon a disputed interpretation of a single

verse, aftd consequently of a famous story. It is

the story in Luke of the harlot at the dinner table.

She enters the room when* Jesus and his host are

eating, and, standing at Jesus’ feet, washes them,

weeping, with her tears, wipes them with her hair,
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anoints them with ointment, and kisses them. Jesus

announces that “ her sins which were many are

(or ‘ have been ’) forgiven her, because she loved

much.” The question, as a reference to my
Synoptic Gospels will show, is : Does Jesus meam
that, because the woman offers all these manifesta-

tions of love, therefore he, Jesus, is convinced that

God has already forgiven her, and that she had

realised this divine forgiveness, and was assured of

it ? Are we to assume that the teaching of Jesus

had brought her to repentance and to an assurance

of forgiveness, and so she now comes to show to him
her gratitude and her love There are features in

the story which make this interpretation not im-

probable. But still defensible, and, as I believe,

originally meant, is the other interpretation, accord-

ing to which the woman, having heard of Jesus and
his goodness and his teaching, makes appeal to hinf.

This appeal is, indeed, already a mark of repentanci

but she has not yet received, or felt, or realised, thC

dlvnncforgiveness. Then Jesus says : Her devotion,

her reverence, her love, deserve to secure for hef",

and have secured for her, forgiveness. Much love

justifies much forgiveness. In that case the story'''can

be taken to mean that love changes the heafttloye

redeems, love breaks the bondage of sin, and,/^^1teT

fore, by awakened, and by awakening, love,j?l5Q!d is

able to forgive. Get a sinner to love som'e. pure
and noble soul, and this will be the best way for

him to rid himself of his sin and his sinfulness.

Love changes the heart, and with the changed heart =

follows the divine forgiveness.

There is, however, little doubt that for Jewish
readers the chief use to be made of the New Teste-

ment, and more especially of the Synoptic Gospel^
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lies in the doctrine of the relation of man, to God
in the realm of conduct. And in this doctrine I

would include the criticisms upon the legal aspect

of religion which are to be found in the teachings

of'Jesus and Paul. Not that we can by any means
Mbpt the Pauline conception of the Law. We judge

it very differently. We make no violent antithesis

between works and faith, and we certainly do
not accept the strange idea of the Law’s purpose

being the strengthening and sharpening of sin. Yet
for Liberal Jews Judaism has ceased to be a legal

religion in anything like the same sense as it was
to the Rabbis of old, or as it is to orthodox Jews
to-day. Hence we can appreciate, to some extent,

the doctrine of Paul as well as that of Jesus. We
can perceive in it, as we have already seen, a relative

justification, and while not agreeing with it as a

„whole, and still less with its arguments and assump-
tions, we can, nevertheless, by “ putting ourselves

above the documents ” (which is far removed from
considering ourselves superior to the documents or

to their authors), find in them a certain suggestive-

ne^s, illumination, and help.

Jesus occupies the remarkable position of re-

suming the work and r61e of the prophets. He is

in the genuine succession to Amos and Isaiah. It

is n^ost just that the title of prophet is, in Luke,
repeatedly ascribed to him. Not that the differences

between him and Jeremiah or Isaiah are not marked.
Not, that, whether it is to be regarded as advance or

retrogression, Jesus does not lay^ much greater stress

upon his own mission, authority, and person than

was laid by the prophets upon theirs. But, neveir-

theless, marked as are *the differences, no les^

marked are the likenesses. And as Liberal Judaism
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derives so greatly from the prophets, it is not

wohderful that it should rightly find much to admire

’and use in the prophet of Nazareth. The two great

points and poles of the prophetic teaching were,

first, the exclusive worship and recognition ofthe One
God ; secondly, that the service and demands of this

God consisted, not in ceremonial or in sacrifices, but

injustice, righteousness, mercy, and loving-kindness.

The first of these two points dropped out. It was
accepted on all hands, by Pharisee and Sadducee, by
priest and scribe, by teachers and populace. There
remained the second. But an extraordinary differ-

ence had come over the scene since the days of Amos
and Jeremiah. There was now a universally acknow-
ledged Law, which was regarded on all hands as

Mosaic, authoritative and divine. And this Law
contained a mass of ceremonial commands which,

in many places, are put, apparently, on the same
level as the ethical commands. Jesus himself

theoretically believed that this Law was authorita-

tive and divine. Hence the trouble of his position,

and the inevitability of tragic conflict with the"

regular teachers of his day.

For us, however, who no longer look at the L^iw

as the men of old regarded it, the pure prophetic

doctrine of Jesus easily disengages itself from its

historic setting, and stands out in clear and serene

X:onnection with, and succession to, the doctrine of

Amos and Isaiah. Jesus, as the prophet of inward-

ness, can never cease to appeal, and in spite of their

legalism there are many parallels to his teaching in

the sajdngs of the Rabbis. For the Rabbis, too,

had often their prophetic flashes and visions. The
teaching of Jesus about pfiayer and fasting, or about
adultery ^lnd almsgiving, in the Serjaioif^ on the
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Mount, links itself on to the true prophetic tradi-

tion. No less prc^hetic is the summing up of the
Law in the love of God and the love of neighbour,*

or the appreciation of the widow’s “ mite.” It is

only true prophetic teaching developed when Jesus
bids us love our enemies. None of these prophetic,

utterances, however, gave rise to conflict. They
would not have been denied by the Rtfljbis, nor are

they really antagonistic to the spirit of the Rabbinic
teaching at its bdtt. Where the prophet in Jesus
was likely to come into antagonism with practice and
life was in relation to the Sabbath, the dietary laws,

and the laws of clean and unclean. And according
to the records it was just here that issue was joined

between the new teacher and the existing authorities.

The great saying that the Sabbath was made for

man, and not man for the Sabbath, was also

uttered by a Rabbi, but only Jesus properly
appreciated it, and ventured to make a proper
application of it. He applied to the Sabbath law
a sort of inspired common sense

;
he preserved the

spirit in violating the letter. He saw, moreover,
that a deed of love must take precedence over a

ritual command, and it is significant that he actually

uses and quotes the sublime words of Hosea, “ I

desire love and not sacrifice.” We can still learn
from him here. Still more important, however,
was his pronouncement as to inward and outward
purity. It does not matter for us whether he was
theoretically consistent or not

; whether, that is to

say, in his depreciation oioutwarduncleanness, he was
not in unconscious conflict with his own unabandoned
belief in the full divinity and obligatory character
of In a way tt is all the more splendid
that it^«rise.s, and in moments of struggle, he was



to free hispaseif from consistency. Most noble

and emancipating is the saying : “There is nothing

fronl without the man, that going into him can defile

him.; but the things which proceed out of the man
are those that defile the man. For from within, out of

the heart of man, proceed evil thoughts and wicked-

nesses
;

all these evil things proceed from within,

and defile the man.” And whether Jesus was think-

ing of dietary laws or not, Mark is right iij holding (if

the translation of the Revised Version be the correct

rendering) that the great principle applies to these no
less than it applies to all the old, priestly conceptions

and taboos of clean and unclean which are con-

tained in the Law, and which were, alas, maintained

and enormously extended in the Rabbinical legisla-

tion. Mark is right in adding : “This Jesus said,

making all foods clean.” Jesus, as I have elsewhere

said, proclaims the great principle that things cannot

be religiously either clean or unclean
;
only persons.

And persons cannot be religiously defiled by things ;

they can only be defiled by themselves, by acting

immorally and irreligiously. The same doctrine is

taught in the Acts in the vision of Peter :
“ What

God has cleansed, make not thou common.” Frojn

the point of view of religious universalism the

doctrine is nobly applied in the same chapter to

persons. One race and one religious community
must recognise no impurity in any other. “ God
has shown to me that I should not call any man
common or unclean; God is no respecter of persons;,

but in every nation he that fears Him and works
righteousness is acceptable to Him.” Paul recog-

nises the same truth, but urges that respect should

be shown to tender or scrupulous consciences,. “ I

know and am persuaded in the Lord Jesus that
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nothing is unclean of itself ; save that to him whjp

accouints anything to be unclean it is unclean.” Ih

the Pastoral Epistles we find the same teaching

:

“ Every creation of God is good, and nothing is to

be rejected if it be received with thanksgiving, for

it is sanctified through the word of God and prayer.”

The doctrine of inwardness is preached by Paul

with regard to a much more delicate point also,

about which orthodox Jews have shown the most

extraordinary tenacity and the most curious en-

thusiasm ;
I mean the rite of circumcision. He

declares :
” Circumcision is nothing, and uncircum-

cision is nothing; but the keeping of the com-
mandments of God (is all).” Or again; “ Neither

is circumcision anything, nor uncircumcision, but a

new creature.” Formally the statement is absurd,

for if ever there was a commandment of God,
ordered with all clearness and emphasis (assuming

that the Law contains God’s commandments), it is

circumcision. But Paul is unconsciously expressing

the view that it is in the moral, and not in the

ceremonial, law that the voice of God can he

detected. Abiding and memorable are his solemn
words: ” He is not a Jew, who is one outwardly,

nor is that circumcision which is outward in the

flesh
; but he is a Jew who is one inwardly ; and

circumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit, not

in the letter
; whose praise is not of men, but of

God.” How well such a passage connects with the

prophetic injunctions :
“ Circumcise yourselves to

&e Lord, and take away the foreskins of your heart,

ye men of Judah.” ‘‘ Rend your heart and not

your garments.” The speech of all three writers

is akin. We to-day can ‘see the contentious one-

sidedness of the famous antithesis, but yet we can
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draw the good from it, and realise, and profit from,

its measure of truth: “The letter kills; the spirit

gives life.”

The mockery and stern rebuke which the

prophets of old dealt out to those who thought that

the service of God consisted of sacrifices and burnt-

offerings rather than of justice and mercy towards

their fellow-men, are repeated and re-echoed {mutatis

mutandis) by Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels. How
far this rebuke was deserved, whether by many or

by few or by none, is a totally different question

which does not concern us here. The attack upon
those who “ strain at the gnat and swallow the

camel,” who cleanse the outside, but leave the inside

foul, who tithe mint and cummin, and leave the

weightier matters of the Law undone—all this

abides, and is, just like its prophetic parallels, a

lesson and a warning for ever. No less so are

the frequent attacks upon hypocrisy and formalism.

For ourselves and for our own society we still need
words and passages such as :

“ Cast first the beam
out of thine own eye,” or, “This man went down to

his house justified rather than the other,” or, “ Their
works they do to be seen of men,” and many more
too familiar to quote. They are all in litie with

the teaching of Amos and Isaiah
;

all in harmony
with the famous summary: “ What does the Lord
require of thee .? ” It is needless to dwell on them
further. I would but add that for Liberal Jews it

would be foolish either to refuse to recognise this

identity of spirit, or to argue that the Gospel passages

are negligible because the prophets have anticipated

them. As well argue that Isaiah can be left unread
because he has been anticipated by Amos. The
words of Jesus are, indeed, of the same lineage and
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spirit as those of the prophets, but none the less, in-

asmuch as they are suited to other environments

and to a later age, and inasmuch as they are in-

stinct with genius, with beauty and fire, are they

negligible except to our own loss, and at the risk

of incurring the deserved charge of ignorance and

of folly.

We have still before us the most essential, and,

in some respects, the most contentious, portion of

the teaching of Jesus. It is his ethical teaching, the

service of God as fulfilled in the service of man, in

which his originality is often said to be most apparent.

Before entering upon the details of this teaching, a

few words must be said as to terminology, and we
may usefully make them include the terminology

not merely of the Synoptics, but of the New
Testament as a whole.

But really “ terminology ” is too large an ex-

pression. I have in mind one word only—a famous

word which we have already alluded to, a word
tender and beautiful, but yet also contentious and
troublesome,—the word “ love.”

In the Old Testament, as we have seen, the direct

Hebrew equivalent for “ love ” is of not very

frequent occurrence. It is much more often used
for the love of God than for the love of man. The
love which we should render to God is the character-

istic creation of Deuteronomy, and the love which
He bears to Israel is also emphatically dwelt upon.

So, too, in the Psalms. On the other hand, the love

of man by man rarely occurs as an ideal or command.
All the more notable is the great verse in Leviticus

:

“ Thou shalt love thy neighbour,” and “ thou shalt

love the stranger as thysrtf ” ;
and also in Deuter-

onomy, “ Love ye the stranger, for ye were strangers



in the fend of In the prophets the word
“ love,” to express the desired relation of mdai to

man, is never used. Amos speaks of loving the

good, Micah of loving-kindness (Chesed), Zedekiah

of loving truth. In Proverbs we have the.adage

that “ love covers sins,” and that a friend' loves

at all times, and we also hear of the love of

wisdom. But it is a remarkable fact that the

|>rophets, urgent as they are about justice, com-

!

)assion, loving-kindness (Chesed), never mention
ove. Indeed, we may say that love as an ethical

demand and as the ethical ideal only occurs in those

two commands in Leviticus :
“ Thou shalt love thy

neighbour, and thou shall love the stranger (or

resident alien) as thyself.” Now it is no less curious

that something of the same paucity and chariness

in the use of the word “ love ” characterises t^e

Jesus of the Synoptic Gospels. As regards the love

pf God, Jesus speaks of it when he quotes Deuter-

onomy, and also in his condemnation of thePharisees

(Luke xi. 42)—hardly elsewhere, I think. We
have noted the use of the word in the story of the

harlot. We should have expected love as an
ethical ideal and demand to be frequent, but las a

matter of fact it only occurs (apart from the citation

of Leviticus xix. 1 8) in the Sermon on the Mount
(and its equivalent in Luke). Here the quotation

from Leviticus leads Jesus on to the famous paradox,
” love your enemies,” with which we have still to

deal.

In the Jesus of the Fourth Gospel the word
“ love ” has a much more prominent place, anJ this

more frequent usage is reflected in the First Epistle,,

where the famous definition ” God is love ” has

already come before us. And yet how much morp
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profoundly ethical, how much more deeply loving,

with his limited use of the word love, is the Jesus of

the Synoptics than the Jesus of the Fourth Gospel.

For in the Fourth Gospel there is no parallel to the

love of enemy, there is no parallel to the redeeming

love which seeks out the sinner and the lost, which,

vyhether with or without the use of the word^ are so

characteristic of the historic Jesus, the Jesus of the

Synoptics. In John the world of men is already

rigidly divided into the sheep and the goats, the saved

and the lost, those who have accepted Jesus and those

who have rejected him. And the love which Jesus

gives and demands is severely limited to the children

of light. The others belong to the devil, and for

them there is no love and no pity, and no desire to

save or to redeem. Yet recognising the limits, and
refusing to allow that the command to love is new,

we may, nevertheless, admire and profit by what we
read in that extraordinary book. “ A new command-
ment I give unto you that ye love one another

;
even

as I loved you, that ye also may love one another.

By this shall all men know that ye are my disciples

if ye have love one to another.” And still more
notable :

“ This is my commandment, that ye love

one another, even as I have loved you. Greater

love has no man than this, that a man lay down his

life for his friends.” These noble words are taken

up by the author of the First Epistle :
“ He that

loves not, abides in death. Hereby know we love,

because he laid down his life for us ; and we ought
to lay down our lives for the brethren.” “If we
love one another, God abides in us and His love is

perfected in us. . . . Cod is love, and he that

abides in love abides in God, and God abides in

him. . . . There is no fear in love : but perfect
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love casts out fear, because fear has puiitshfnent

;

and he that fears is not made perfect in love. We
love because He first loved us. If a man say, I love

(^d, and hates his brother, he is a liar : for he that

loves not his brother whom he has seen, cannot love

God whom he has not seen. And this command-
ment have we from him, that he who loves God
loves his brother also.” The solemn nobility and
beauty of these words, who can gainsay ? Are we not

the poorer if we cannot accept them as part of the

formative religious literature of the world and of 01155“

own religious consciousness ? The same might be

said about the other familiar passages about love

and the “ royal law ” (as the author of the Epistle of

James calls it), “ thou shalt love thy neighbour as

thyself,” in the Pauline Epistles. “ The whole Law
is fulfilled in one word, even in this : thou shalt

love thy neighbour as thyself.” Or again: “He
that loves his neighbour has fulfilled the Law. Por
this. Thou shalt not commit adultery. Thou shalt not

kill. Thou shalt not steal. Thou shalt not covet, and if

there be any other commandment, it is summed up
in this word, namely. Thou shalt love thy neighbour
as thyself. Love works no ill to his neighbour:
love, therefore, is the fulfilment of the Law.” Above
all, can we afford to neglect the high paean of love in

the First Epistle to the Corinthians ? It is needless

to quote it here. It will ever remain one of the

great and glorious gems of religious literature, and
however we may disagree with Paul in his Christology

or in his doctrine of the Atonement, or in hia

criticism of the Law, we cannot but feel glad that the

author of this hymn to lo'we was born, and in some
sort died, a Jew. “ Now abides faith, hope, love,

these three; and the greatest of these is love.” And
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so long '&s love abides, so long shall Paul’s praise of

love abide likewise.

Let us now pass on from this discussion of the

term “ love,” which in one sense is a verbal question

only, but in another sense is much more (if it in-

deed be true, as I think it is, that love means more

than righteousness or pity or justice or loving-

kindness, and that in the ideal and the demand of

love a higher ideal and a bigger demand were placed

before the world), to a brief consideration of the

ethical teaching of the Gospels and the Epistles, it

being always remembered that this ethical teaching,

like the ethical teaching of the Old Testament, is

also part (and an integral part) of the religious

teaching, because writers of the New Testament, no
less than those of the Old Testament, regard the

right relation ofman to man as part of the service and
even the worship of God.

The details do not very greatly concern us.

They do not considerably differ from those of

the Old Testament or of the Rabbis. There are,

perhaps, a few new virtues enumerated in the

Epistles. The list is somewhat longer, and the

shades of meaning of the Greek words are not quite

the same as those of their Hebrew equivalents. But
for the most part the virtues which are demanded
or praised are the same virtues with which we are

already familiar.

But what— especially as regards the ethical

teaching of Jesus—we are more particularly called

upon to notice, what strikes the impartial outsider

as new and formative and original, are a certain

spirit, a certain tone and jtemper, a certain fire and
enthusiasm that breathe through the whole. Some-
times the high value of what is taught may be said
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to Re not in the substance, but in the mahner, the

expression. A pedestrian parallel may be 4uoted in

vain : it does not and cannot derogate from the value

and the greatness of the Gospel utterance. It is

"sWth some of the sayings and the parables of Jesus as

with poetry. The wording is seven-eighths of the

battle. But the wording is not mere wording : in

it is contained -poetical sense; the sense which the

poet intended. No paraphrase can really give the

sense. Those who have read the wonderful and
illuminating lecture ofmy revered teacher, Mr. A. C.

Bradley, “ Poetry for Poetry’s Sake,” will understand

what I am driving at.
“

‘ To be or not to be, that is

the question,’ does not really mean the same—mean
what Shakespeare’s Hamlet intended it to mean

—

as ‘ What is just now occupying my attention is the

comparative disadvantage of continuing to live or

putting an end to myself.’ ” ^ The words of a great

teacher (and for my present purpose the authenticity

of the sayings and parables scarcely affects the

argument) cannot be exactly paraphrased. ” Sub-
stance ” and form make up a unity, which you may
admire or criticise, but which, in one real sense, you
cannot parallel.

But if we attempt to characterise this spirit or

tone more precisely, I think it might fairly be said

that there are four points about it which are note-

worthy and novel. They fuse and fade into one
another, but may be kept separate for pvirposes of
analysis or description. These four points are

partly conditioned by the circumstances of the time,

by a certain belief common to Jesus and to his

surroundings, and by hi% peculiar relations to the

population around him, but they are not entirely so

^ Oxford Licturet on Voetry^ p. 20,
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conditioned. Tliey are at least as much the product

of his own genius, his own native way of looking ait

things, his own faith. These four points then are :

(1) The teaching is heroic. It is an ethic of

extreme demands, of passionate idealism. (2) It is

an ethic of activity ; it is forthgoing. Man is not to

wait on circumstances: he is to set out and to act.

(3) The teaching is a remarkable blend of what
might be called the higher selfishness and the highest

unselfishness ; it is altruistic and self-regarding in

one. (4) The teaching contains the germ of a

double ethic
;
a lower demand for some, a higher

demand for others. In the first three points it may
be argued that, in most matters concerning which
they come into play, they emphasise and carry

forward Old Testament teaching. As regards the

fourth point, however, this is not so. A new prin-

ciple appears to be here introduced, of which the

ethical and religious validity is at least disputable,

and the ethical and religious results are still more so.

Jesus, then, demands the utmost from those who
would seek to be his disciples, or from those who,
with full intensity of purpose, would desire to enter

the kingdom of God. His ethical teaching at its

highest, or, as a whole, is an ethical teaching for

heroes. As a whole, or at its highest, or in its most
characteristic aspects, it is directed to those who are

ready to give up everything, to make a full sacrifice

of possessions, or even of all hindering affections

(though these in themselves may be laudable or
innocent), for the sake of the highest, for the sake
of the cause, for the sake of the kingdom of
heaven, for the sake of Jesus, the captain and
leader, for the sake of God. All these expressions
would to Jesus mean one and the Same thing.

R



(We see at onCe how my third point enters into,

and is illustrated by, my first.) The right attitude, •

according to Jesus, towards the service of God,

which is also the acquisition of the kingdom of

heaven, towards the service of man, which is also

the saving of your own self, is set forth in the two

parables of the treasure and the pearl. If a man
finds a treasure hidden in a field, he goes and sells

all that he has and buys that field. If a pearl

merchant finds a single pearl of supreme value, >

he also sells all that he has and buys it. So Jesus

says :
“ If any man would come after me, let him

deny himself, and take up his cross daily and follow

me.” The surrender demanded is whole and
complete. To Jewish readers there is, at first

sight, something repellent in the asked-for repudia-

tion of all family ties. To this feeling the reply

can be made that the call of Grod or duty may
require the sacrifice of such ties. So, for example,

in the case of the Great War
\

here the words
of Jesus were literally exemplified and illustrated.

Thousands and millions of men had to put father

and mother and wife on a lower level than country

and righteousness. We hear how Jesus said to

one man, “ Follow me.” But the man replied ;

“ Lord, suffer me first to go and bury my father.”

Then Jesus answered :
” Leave the dead to bury

their own dead
;
but go thou and proclaim abroad

the kingdom of God.” And when another sug-

gested that he should first be allowed to bid farewell

'‘to those in his house, Jesus rejoined with the

famous utterance :
“ No man having put his hand

to the plough, and looking back, is fit for the

kingdom of God.” The teacher goes so far as to

say ;
“ No man who hates not his own father and
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mother and wife and children and brothers and
sisters, an^ his own life also, can be my disciple,.’*

If, however, the word “ hate ” means here no more
than “ put in the second place,” “be ready to

abandon,” Jesus imitates, and intentionally outdoes

and outdemands, what is stated of Levi in the.

blessing of Moses ;
“ He says of his father and

mother, I have not seen them
;

his brother he
does not acknowledge, and his own children he
knows not.” He is also made to outdo Elijah

and Elisha, for the latter asked that he might be
allowed to bid farewell to his father and mother,

and Elijah neither permitted nor refused the request.

Two further considerations must, howe'^^er, also be
borne in mind. The first is that Jesus believed that

the world order, the old world, was rapidly approach-

ing its end. The idea that he merely preached an

ethic which was deliberately intended and suited for

this short intervening period—an “interim ” ethic

—

is exaggerated, but it is not without its element of

truth. The second consideration is that there is

undoubtedly in the teaching of Jesus a vein of

ascetism. But is not a touch of asceticism necessary

in the ethical ideal ? Can there be an ethical ideal

which does not include the idea of strain, hardship,

sacrifice, renunciation. And are not these ideas the

fundamental elements in true asceticism ? When
Jesus is made to say :

“ Whosoever he be of you
that renounces not all that he has cannot be my
disciple,” it would, however, appear as if he meant
to imply that his disciples, in the truest sense of

the word, could only be (and after all this was but
a fact) a small selection .or ^lite among a much
larger number. Matthew’s version of the saying

about the family may represent most exactly what
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fJpsus meant. “ Whoever loves father or mother or

soli or daughter more than me is not worthy of me.”
And if we substitute “ God,” or the ” cause of

duty,” or ” Judaism ” for ” me,” we can but admit

that the saying, though hard, is yet true. In most

cases, and in most ordinary lives, the cause of God
or truth or religion is identified with the love of

father or son or mother or daughter. But there

may arise cases or times when the highest will need

the sacrifice of one or all of them. Still more is it

obvious that the highest may need the sacrifice

of what is less than they. A man’s wealth is less

than they
;

his leisure is less than they
;

his very

happiness is less than they. The words of Jesus

may then be taken to include the argument from

the greater to the less : if the disciple of God and
the highest must on occasion sacrifice father or wife

or child, how much more must he sacrifice whatever

is less than these !

The heroic and passionate nature of the ethical

teaching of Jesus is illustrated not merely by the

general demand of unlimited sacrifice, but also by
certain definite and particular demands, all framed

on the same lines, and all exemplifying that quota-

tion of Browning to which I have often alluded :

“ A man’s reach must exceed his grasp.” The
ethical ideal must be one to which a saint here and
there seems to attain, but to which we ourselves never

attain. So far from its being a reproach against an

ethical teaching or ideal that it is suited for saints

and angels, and not for average working - men and
women, it is, on the contrary, a right and necessary

quality. Every ideal must be beyond fulfilment :

every lofty ethical teaching must be beyond the

powers or the will of the average person.
, What
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good would an ideal be, what beckoning, astringent,,,

demanding power would it have, if ordinary people
' could fulfil it ? Just because we can never do enough,

just because we cannot fulfil it, therefore we are enabled

to do a little more than otherwise we should be able
,

or inclined to do. A low ideal is no ideal. Who
loves God with his whole heart and with all his

soul What value would the demand possess,

what force or driving power, if it said, “You must
love God a good deal ; not much, if at all, less than

you love your brother or your mother or your wife .?
”

It is the unqualified love which stimulates. The
Old Testament contains its unfiilfillable demands no
less than the New.

Now let us look at some of the details. First,

unlimited forgiveness. “ If thy brother sin against

thee seven times in the day and seven times turn to

thee, saying, I repent
;

thou shalt forgive him.”
Or again, “ I say not unto thee. Until seven times,

but until seventy times seven.” Are we less likely

to forgive, or more, because the number is high ?

Surely more, even according to the spirit of the

Golden Rule, or of that great saying :
” Father,

forgive them, for they know not what they do.”
All sin is, in one sense, ignorance. Then again,

unlimited giving, which must not be interpreted

according to the letter that kills, even though the

Teacher meant the letter as well as the spirit. It

may, indeed, be that Jesus had a bias against

riches and the rich, like the Prophets and Psalmists
before him. There is, however, truth in the saying
that it is hard for wealth to enter the kingdom of
heaven. It may be that fhe highest perfection is

not for one who has and keeps his great possessions.

The question is by no means easy. It cannot be



argued that there is not much to be said in favour

of the view taken by Jesus, or that it has not a good
deal of world-wide experience and teaching upon
its side. The voice of India, for example, must not,

be entirely neglected.

The best-known and the most far-reaching of

the ethical paradoxes of Jesus is, however, concerned

with the love of enemies, and it is precisely here

that Jewish criticism has been most audible and
most acute. Moreover, the love of enemies is

connected with that other hotly criticised doctrine

of non - resistance. We read in Luke :
“ I say

unto you, Love your enemies, do good to them that

hate you, bless them that curse you, pray for them
that despitefully use you. To him that smites thee

on the one cheek, offer also the other
;
and from

him that takes away thy cloak withhold not thy

coat also. Give to every one that asks thee
;
and

of him that takes thy goods ask them not again.

And as ye would that men should do to you, do ye
also to them likewise. If ye love them that love

you, what thank have ye For even sinners love

those that love them. If ye do good to them that

do good to you, what thank have ye, for even
sinners do the same. And if ye lend to them of
whom ye hope to receive, what thank have ye ?

Even sinners lend to sinners, to receive again as

much. But love your enemies and do them good,

never despairing : and your reward shall be greatj

and ye shall be sons of the Most High : for He
is kind towards the unthankful and evil. Be ye
merciful, even as your Father is merciful. And
judge not, and ye shall noj bejudged

;
and condemn

not, and ye shall not be condemned : release, ^rtd

ye shall be released
:
give, and it shall be given you

;
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good measure, pressed down, shaken together, run-

ning over, shall they give into your bosom. For
with what measure ye mete, it shall be measured to

you again,”

In this passage, which I have purposely quoted

in full, though it deals with other matters than love

of enemies and non-resistance, it will be noticed

how undoctrinaire Jesus is. He does not worry

himself about consistency. He uses the theory of

retribution ;
even while he attacks tit for tat, and

demands a higher standard, he yet freely uses the

doctrine of measure for measure. He is not afraid

of eudaemonism : God does as a matter of fact

reward right doing, if not in this world then in

another
;

it would be to Jesus an entirely inconceiv-

able, godless, and absurd world in which righteous-

ness and love were permanently followed by suffering

and misery. And yet, as Matthew, doubtless in

the full spirit of Jesus, phrases it, we are to show the

utmost love, not for any external reward, but so

that we may be children of our heavenly Father.

We are to seek perfection just because He is perfect.

And while God will practise a sort of divine and
overflowing measure for measure towards us, we
are not to limit our love by the expectation of tit

for tat in our dealings with men. As God’s reward
is more than our desert, so our love is to exceed

the deserts of our fellows. This is the justification

and basis of the love of enemies and of not resisting

evil or the evil-doer. The maxims are not intended

to be laws supplanting the civil and the crimina;!

code : allowance must be made for oriental ex^

a^geration, for the picturesque and -wvid illustra-

t^n, in order to make *the principle more clear.

ll seems to me that, so far as the sinner and thee
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enl-dper and the enemy are concerned, Paul has

^^sped the principle clearly. “ Be not overcome

of evil, but overcome evil with good.” In the last

resort it is love which alone can destroy hate, and

good alone which can destroy evil. But Jesus,

perhaps one-sidedly, is really thinking much more
of the doer than of the recipient

;
that is to say,

in. this farticular passage^ he is not thinking so much
of the redemption of the evil-doer as he is thinking

of the ideal conduct for those who have to do
with the evil-doer, or, generally, of the ideal for

man. Still less is he thinking of society as a whole,

and of the effect of not resisting evil upon the State.

Nor must love be taken to mean :
“ feel for the

enemy and evil-doer the exact emotion which you
feel for your best friend or for your son or your
wife.” “ Love ” must be taken in close connection

with ” do good to,” “ pray for.” It means eagerly

and actively help and save. With that signification,

can the injunction be said to do more than carry

forward, complete, and crown, doctrine found in

the Old Testament itself I Surely not. It remains

an ideal, which may not be within our grasp, but

to which we should, nevertheless, reach forward.

It is the true consummation and fulfilment of
“ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” When
it has once been revealed, we may kick against it

and growl, but we shall, I think, always be brought

up against it, and, at the last, we shall always be
forced to acknowledge that, at bottom, Jesus is

right.

It may be said that there are three grades in

this matter of how to deal with one’s enemies.

The first grade is that of tit for tat : do good to

those who are good, or, again, do good to your
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friends. Do evil to those who are evil, or, again, do
evil to your enemies. It must, be allowed that

there is a good deal of this sort of morality to be

found in the Old Testament, whether as the rule

for man or as the rule for God. Especially as

regards God it is hardly shaken off even by the best

of the Old Testament writers, just as it is hardly

shaken off by the Rabbis. God is supposed, and

is even asked, to do evil to His own enemies and to

the enemies of Israel. The two are one. (How
often one feels with Romola in her passionate

outburst against Savonarola.^) The wicked are

punished : the good rewarded. God “ hates ” the

wicked. Then there is a second grade, at all events

for man’s dealings with man. Do not do evil to

him who has done evil to you. Take no revenge.

Do not hate your enemy. Here the second grade

stops short. It does not say :
“ Do good to your

enemy and love him.” It does not urge that this

is the ideal whether for God or for man. Of this

second grade there are some examples in Old
Testament teaching, at all events as regards the

dealings of man with man. Then there is the

third grade, which bids man not only to do no
harm to the enemy, but actually to do him good

;

not only not to hate him, but actually to love him

;

not only not to curse him, but actually to pray

for his redemption and well-being. Of this final

stage, too, there are, as we have seen, a few examples
in Old Testament morality. It is this third stage

which Jesus, in the Sermon on the Mount, pushes to

the farthest point and develops to the fullest degree.

It may, however, be noted that the Old Testa-

ment never indicates that this third grade is the

^ Romohi the end of chapter lix.
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methodiupon which pod acts towards His enemies

or towards the enemies of Israel. That God loves

the sinner even before he repents and while he is a

sinner^ that He loves Israel’s enemies even while

they are enemies and act as enemies, is never

suggested by any Old Testament and hardly by
any Rabbinic writer. I am not sure that we can

eyen say that it is characteristic of the New Testa-

ment. Jesus never hints that, in spite of their

obstinacy and unbelief (in himself), God loves the

Scribes and Pharisees. On the contrary. He
indicates pretty clearly that his own hatred of these

persons is shared by God. Nor can any loving pity

be observed for workers of iniquity in the Day of

Judgement. On the contrary. With very little

ceremony they are bidden to depart into hell.

New Testament morality and its conceptions of

God have also weaknesses, gaps, and rough edges.

There was much left for subsequent ages to ac-

complish. In the Pauline and Johannine theology

God has, it is true, sent His Son to draw the world
out of the morass of sin, but all help is conditional

upon a certain willingness to believe the message.

Shut your eyes and ears to it, refuse to believe, it,

and God will not act, according to the ftile of the

Sermon on the Mount. If you reject the message,
then, with pitiless tit for tat, He rejects you and
condemns you for ever.

“ Resist not the evil-doer ” seems a much more
dubious injunction. And turn the other cheek tp

the smiter seems in many cases sheer folly. As the

law of States both injunctions would be folly, if

literally interpreted, and they would cause more evil

than they would heal. And yet these injunctions,

too, have a meaning and a justification. They are
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on the same plane. as “a soft answer tui^ns aw^
wrath,” and “ love covers U multitude of sins.”

But again it must be said that Jesus in this passage

is thinking of the doer. He is to imitate God by
the exuberance of his love. He is to imitate God
by exercising his goodness upon objects apparently
“ unworthy ” of it. ” A blow for a blow

”
will

benefit neither the doer nor the receiver. So far as

// IS evil to give a blow, it docs the doer evil to give

it. That the same Jesus who said “ Resist not

evil, or the evil-doer,” was ready enough that blows

should be given where they are in place may be

gathered from many of the parables. Indeed, so

far as the future punishment of the wicked is

concerned, he seems to go far beyond what we
now should, and do, regard as both merciful and
just. The redemption of the wicked he limits to

earth ; he does not realise that God will as much
pursue it after death as man should pursue it before

death. When he is not thinking of the effect

upon the doer and upon the search for perfection,

other points of view can legitimately come before

his mind. There is no indication, for instance,

that, in accordance with the customs of his time, he
has anything but approval for the servants who are

beaten with few stripes and with many. And for

the servant who beat his fellow-servants, instead

of pardon the punishment is drastic indeed. “ He
shall be cut in two.” But from the point of view
of character and perfection, as well as from the

point of view of redemption, the ideal is the same.
‘ Overcome evil with good.” Nor do we even in

our punishments think otherwise. We punish in

order to save and redeem.* Apart from the question

of the effect of our action upon others, we should
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either prosecftite dr forgive the starving stealer
^

of otir purse, 'according as t?e thought that the

one or the other action would be the better for the

th^f. In either case we raise ourselves above the

evil ; we overcome it and are not its slaves. In
• neither case do we act according to the law of tit

' for tat.

More sample, less paradoxical, more directly

and immediately capable of being put into practice

in ancient, mediaeval, and modern life, was, and is,

the second main feature of the ethical teaching of

Jesus. It was not only an heroic ethic, but it was
an active ethic, an ethic which drove men forth to

do and risk and dare. The teachers of the Old
Testament constantly call the sinner to repentance,

and if he repents, if he turns from his evil way,

they assure him of the divine forgiveness. But
till he repents, there is little to be said or done for

him. He can repent ; he should repent. Till he

begins to do so, he is threatened with punishment
and woe. Jesus goes farther. Most sinners are

conceived by him, not as outcasts from the divine

favour, not as objects of the divine judgement, but

as sheep who have strayed from the fold, or as

sick who need the spiritual physician. For his

mission is, not to destroy, but to save. Here, too,

he builds upon and carries forward Old Testament
ideas. We have seen how Ezekiel had urged that

God does not delight in the “ death ” of the wicked.

He desires their repentance. If they cannot make
them a new heart, he will give them a new heart.

If they cannot wash their stains of sin from them,

he will himself sprinkle clean water upon them
that they may be clean. * Gracious are His words
of promise (for Ezekiel is not merely the stern
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"legalist,” but he is also the “evangelical”

prophet) :
“ I will seek that which is lost, 4nd will

bind up that which is broken, and will strengthen

that which is sick.” Upon these divine principles

and promises Jesus—it was a new and great

departure—fashioned his methods and shaped his

path. He conceived his mission as directed not

to the whole, but to the sick, and not even merely

to call them to repentance, as at first he said, but

to seek for them, to win them back to goodness

and to God. He calls them to repentance, not

merely by preaching, and still less by threats, but

by going among them, by eating and drinking

with them, by showing them compassion, by
winning their hearts, by showing them love. We *

do not hear of any such methods having been

practised by any Israelite before him. (And it

may be said that the actuai methods of Jesus need a

Jesus to accomplish them successfully. But their

spirit is eternal.) No wonder that the Scribes and
the Pharisees, when they saw him sitting at table

with tax-collectors and sinners, marvelled. Then
Jesus replied with the famous words :

“ They that

are whole have no need of a physician, but they

that are sick : I came not to call the righteous, but

sinners.” So in another place he declares :
“ The

Son of Man came to seek and to save that which
was lost,” and in his spirit it was said of him, “ The
Son of Man came not to destroy men’s lives, but

to save them.” Moreover, this mission of his is

not for himself alone. The principles according

to which he acts must be followed by his disciples.

The lost sheep must be searched for
;
we must not

merely wait till of itself it finds its o'vJm way home.
" What man of you, having a hundred sheep, and
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havitig lost df them, does not leave the ninety

'and iii|(tev and'lgo after that which is lost until he

find It.'” Precisely as Amos and the prophets found

tfilp' service of God in the service of man, so, tdo,

does Jesus. “ Whoever would be great among
you, shall be your minister, and whoever would be

first among you, shall be servant of all. For the

Son of Man came not to be ministered unto, but

to minister.” The remarkable picture of the

judgement in the 25th chapter of Matthew has

doubtless to be taken as a whole in weighing the

value of the gospel teaching as a whole. But we
can distinguish ; we can reject what we like ;

we can use what we like
;
we are free. And, for

our present purposes, we can pick and choose. We
choose the good

;
we reject the evil. We choose

what fits in with our present conception of God and
truth

;
we reject what is in conflict with it. We

choose what carries forward the best doctrines of

Judaism ;
we reject what is in conflict with them.

And therefore we reject and neglect the |;oats

and the devil, the fire and the eternal, or , eyein
” aeonian,” punishment

;
we accept the impllf^'"

tions of the sheep, and the kingdom, and the feeding

of the hungry. We cannot allow or approve that

another than God should assume the prerogatives

of God
;
so where Jesus speaks of the Son of Man

we think only of God. Thus only can we, apd do
we, accept and use those wonderful words :

“ Inis-

much as you did it even to the least of these my,
brothers, you did it unto me.” And “ the least of

these my brothers ” we shall interpret in tl^ yery
spirit of Jesus to include^the outcast and the fallen

and the sinner. That is the purest Judaism.
No less Jewish is the doctrine of the parable of
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the prodigal son. Jlere the father d6'es notj it

may be admitted, go forth to se^p^ for ‘tbe son.

But at least when he sees him “ afar off,” 'he runs

to meet, him and receives him with loving' joy*.

The elder son protests ; is this justice, measure

for measure and tit for tat ? No, it is not, it is

something better and more divine. Or, again,

yes, it is justice ;
the higher justice, the equity of

Aristotle ;
the Agape of Paul. “ It was meet to

make merry and be glad ; for this thy brother was

dead, but he has come back to life ; he was lost,

but he has been found.”

But while Jesus asks from his disciples, and
from all who would be his disciples, the utmost

service and devotion for the sake of others, he also

asks the same sacrifice for themselves. This is my
third point. We find in his teaching a remarkable

fusion of the higher selfishness and the highest

unselfishness. To save others is also to save

yourself. Self- surrender is self-development. Or,

in ^is own words, to love your life is to win it.

Jesus was not concerned to remove from his teach-

ing the least suspicion of “ eudaemonism.” These
ronflicts and antitheses had not yet appeared above

the horizon. He was entirely innocent of any
knowledge of them. From one point of view, the

highest and most important thing a man can do is

to ^save his own soul, to be acquitted in the great

judgement which was so imminent and so sure ;

• to win and be granted a place in the kingdom
of God which, in one sense, was present, but in

ano^tl^er sense, yet future ;
in one sense, within a

mahi but in another sense, without ; in one sense,

the result of his deeds, m another sense, the un-
earned gift of God. From another point of view,
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the “onef4iity /’ of man is to serve Hs fellow.

Jes^.4|^s eUborately argue that the two are

fhe sam®. He implies it.
‘‘ If any man would

cc«me after me, let him deny himself, and take up
his cross daily, and follow me. For whosoever
would save his life shall lose it, but whosoever shall

lose his life for my sake, the same shall save it. For
what is a man profited, if he gain the whole world,

and lose or forfeit his own self.” ” What Shall a

man give in exchange for his life ?
” “ He that

finds his life shall lose it ; and he that loses his life

for my sake shall find it.” Observe how subtly

altruistic and self- regarding motives are inter-

woven together
;

” how subtly,” or shall we rather

say, how carelessly ? The doctrine was, however,

both new and true. You may call it either s^lfy

development or the higher life. In either view
one must die to the lower to gain the higher.

Man’s nature is such that without a certain measure
of sacrifice, the fullest life cannot be attSjined.

There must be some death in order to gaif,

more life. This is the doctrine which is fii^er
.accentuated and developed by the Johannine Jesu^
where he says :

” Except a grain of wheat fall intp

the earth and die, it abides by itself alone
; but

if it die, it bears much fruit. He that loves his

life loses it
; but he that hates his life in this world

shall keep it unto life eternal.” From another
point of view it is the same doctrine as is preached
in the Sermon on the Mount : Go right ahead,

and aim at the best, and look neither to the right

hand nor to the left ; or in the words of Jesus :

“ Seek first the kingdom of God and His righteous-

ness ; and all these other things shall be added
unta you.”
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The higher selfishness, then, is also unselfishness,

If every man could saye his own soul, the miilen'nium

would arrive. And it is a man’s duty to save his

soul; one can put it that way just as well as the other

way, “ It is a man’s duty to do the right.” The two
mean the same thing. If, again, there is a life after

death, if the nature of the life after death depends

upon the manner in which you have lived on earth,

and if that life after death is a thousand times more
important in length, in happiness, in glory, than the

life on earth, it is surely logical that the supremely
important thing is to prepare for that future life.

And each man must, in one sense, make his own
preparation. Hence in that sense each must think

of himself. Let him, then, die to live : let him die

to the ape and the tiger, in order to live for righteous-

ness and the soul and the future life and God. This
is not selfishness; it is the highest wisdom. Nor
can I see if, in any sense, one believes in a future

life, that it is not good Jewish doctrine and sound
dohtrine. It is true that Jesus thought everything

had to be decided before death. We have, as we
think, a much higher belief. For we believe that

there is progression after death and development

;

discipline and trial and purification
; not mere

beatitude on the one hand, and perdition on the
other. The gulf which separates us from such
doctrine as is taught in the parable of the rich man
and Lazarus is large indeed. Nevertheless, so long
as we believe in a future life in any shape or form,
then, human nature being what it is, it is necessary
for each of us, if* we would be all that we can be, to

die to a lower, in order to reach out to, and acquire,

a higher. Nor can it be, 1 venture to think, denied
that circumstances may arise in the lives of many qf
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us, in which it may be desirable and right to follow

the.ad\dce of Jesus about stumbling-blocks. A man
may have a hidden temptation or secret sin which
he can only overcome, not gradually, but suddenly.

And he may only be able to overcome it suddenly by
drastic methods. Then he will realise the force of

the saying :
“ If thy hand cause thee to stumble,

cut it off, and if thine eye cause thee to stumble,

cast it out.” It is in the spirit of Jesus to sug-

gest heroic remedies as well as to make heroic

demands. And Jowett urged :
“ No man ever

took his besetting sin, it may be lust or pride, or

love of rank or position, and, as it were, cut it out

by voluntarily placing himself where to gratify it

was impossible, without sensibly receiving a new
strength of character. In one day, almost in an

hour, he may become an altered man
;
he may

stand, as it were, in a different stage of moral ahd
religious life ;

he may feel himself in new relations

'

to an altered world.” ^ And it may also be noted

that these tremendous demands for service, and
these tremendous demands for giving all in order td

gain the highest, are offered, as it were, in substitu-

tion for the anxious and worried observance of a

large number of ceremonial commands. Not that

the theory of the Rabbinic Law demanded an anidous

and worried observance; not that the observance of
the Law by the best Rabbis or by the best of the

faithful was anxious or worried. But if you set

ideal against ideal, you must also set each ideal

against each failure. Jesus says, “ Give your whole
life ;

seek first the kingdom of God, and everything

1 Jowett, Tie Eeittles St. J?au^ to the Thetsdenians, Galatiant, Romms,
2nd (1S50), vol. ii. p. 241, in the beautiful esiay on ** Convertion and
Chan|c< ^ Charaetbr.”
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else will fall into its due |Sj[ace.” The observance

of a large number of ceremonial laws, assun|ling

that these are believed to be ordered by a perfectly

wise, perfectly good, and perfectly loving God, may
be entirely suited to many characters. The very

attempt to observe them fully may be a joy, a

satisfaction, and a stimulus. To some persons the

vagueness of the ideal of Jesus, its lack of precision

and detail, may be inadequate and unsatisfying.

One ideal may suit some
; another ideal may suit

others. To some it is probable that the ideal of the

observance of a large number of ceremonial laws

would or does cause anxiety and worry and a sense

of failure. To such peisons the ideal of Jesus will

greatly appeal. In the modern words of the great

teacher from whom I have just quoted :
“ Many

a person will tease himself by counting minutes and
providing small rules for his life, who would have
fqund the task an easier and a nobler one, had he
viewed it in its whole extent, and gone to God ‘ in a

Iwge and liberal spirit,’ to offer up his life to Him.
To Have no arriere-pensee in the service of God and
virtue is the great source of peace and happiness.,

Make clean that which is within, and you have no
need to purify that which is without. Take care of
the little things of life, and the great things will take

care of themselves, is the maxim of the trader, which
is sometimes, and with a certain degree of truth,

applied to the service of God. But much more true

is it in religion that we should take care of the great

things, and the trifles of life will take cafe of them-
selves. If thine eye be single, thy whole body will

be full of light.” 1 .

The teaching of Jesus is altruistic in the very

* Op. cit. p. 236.
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highest degree. To minister and to serve is the

ideal. But it is also in the highest degree self-

regarding. It bids a man act in his own highest

interests. It bids him take big views and long

views. It bids him reject the lower for the sake of

the higher; the temporary for the eternal ;
earth for

heaven. It is true that the last antithesis, “ earth

for heaven,” can lead, and has led, to undesirable

consequences. It is true that there may be a false

otherworldliness, a neglect of earth which is alto-

gether to be deprecated. But when all is said, the

antithesis (for those who believe in “ heaven ”)

stands. It may well be that to reach heaven the

best way may be through an improved earth. But
in the last resort it remains true : the less for the

greater. That is sound policy and right doctrine,

where the abandonment of the less is the condition

of securing the greater. Through the less to the

greater may be ^$o true. But it is not always the

only truth. Therefore the antithesis, “ earth for

heaven,” still can stand, and must still be retained.

The fourth point of special interest and novelty

in the ethical teaching of Jesus is one the value of

which seems to me less indubitable and clear. There
seems a good deal to be said both for it and against it.

This fourth point is the beginning in the teaching
of Jesus of a double morality: one standard for the

average man, and another, and much higher standard

for those who want to dedicate their entire lives to^

the service of God. This division of morality into

two was, I believe, a new thing in the history of
Judaism. It may, perhaps, be argued, that the
Essenes and the Therapeutae had already put the
theory into practice. They demanded an ethical

standard from the members of their orders which
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was not demanded from those outside. That may
be true. But, in the literature which has come
down to us, we have in the Gospels for the first time

a prominent Jewish teacher who, apart from any

question of an “ order,” speaking freely to all and

sundry, yet implies the validity, and indeed the

propriety, of two kinds of moral lives, with two

standards, one for the average man and one for the

elect. The Law and the Sages, the Scribes and the

Rabbis, do not appear to know or to countenance

such a distinction. The commands, “ Thou shalt

love the Lord thy God with all thy heart,” “ Thou
shalt love thy neighbour as thyself,” “Ye shall be

holy, for I, the Lord your God, am holy,” were for

all. Nor had there been any indication that they

could be applied according to two standards. There
were, it is true, certain Rabbis who in ritual matters

affected a special scrupulosity. They continually

observed the laws of purity as if they were priests

on duty at the altar. But this was a question of

ritual, not of morality. In morality the idea of a

higher standard, or of works of supererogation, does

not appear to have been advanced. Yet though
thete is nothing systematic or worked out on the

subject in the teaching of Jesus, we do get hints and
indications.

It is implied that, in the fullest sense, not all men
could be “ disciples.” Not every man could be
expected to renounce all that he had, or to “ hate

”

* (in the sense previously defined) father and mother
and wife and children and brothers and sisters, “ yea,

and his own life.” There must be an inner and an

outer ring. We see the same idea in the story of
the young man who had great possessions, especially

in Matthew’s version. When the young man asks
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Jesus tells him to keep the commandments, and
mentions the chief of them as examples. The
young man says :

“ All these things have I observed;

what lack I yet

”

Jesus replies : “If thou wilt be

perfect^ go, sell thy goods and give them to the poor
;

and come, follow me.” Matthew, if not JesuS,

distinguishes between a morality which is adequate

for salvation, and a higher “ perfection ” which

can only be reached through, or on the basis

of, absolute self-devotion, abnegation, and poverty.

We find, too, in Matthew a distinct beginning of

an attempt to set celibacy above marriage, or,

at any rate, to assume that the most unconditional

self-surrender to the service of God is incompatible

with family ties. “ There are eunuchs who make
themselves eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom
of heaven.” Yet “ all men cannot receive this

saying : he that is able to receive it, let him
receive it.”

For our purpose it is unimportant and beside

the mark whether the historic Jesus did actually

distinguish in ethical stringency between an inner

and an outer ring, between an ethical demand which
was incumbent upon all men, and a further ^d
higher demand which was only needful for tnose

who, aiming at perfection, wanted to be disciples in

the fullest and closest and most definite sense of

the word. We have to take the New Testament
as it is. Assuming, then, that the theory of a *

double morality is present in the Gospels, what are

we to say to it } I have dealt with the subject

more fully in my edition of the Synoptic Gospels

g
specially on pages 69f, 692, 695, 981, 982).
oubtless, as J. Weiss says, the drawing of the
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distinction (as^, he thinks by Matthew in the words,

‘‘If thou wojddst be perfect”) between “ adequate

goodness and counsels of perfection ” introduced

a fateful principle into Christian ethics, from which

ipuch evil ensued. Doubtless, too, the praise of

asceticism and of celibacy (to say nothing of a

compulsorily celibate priesthood) has had many
mournful and evil consequences. But surely thete

tremendous demands for complete renunciation of

all that makes life for ordinary people worth living

have also had their value, and have it still. It is

not inerely, as I have said before, that the ideal

ihust be always beyond the possibility of realisation.

There is something more. These tremendous de-

mands have, as a matter of fact, found in every

generation men and women who have more or less

literally carried them out. And he would take a

narrow and prejudiced view who would venture to

argue that the world has not been better because of

their labours. In my remarks upon the subject in

the Synoptic Gospels I have shown a certain amount
of vacillation. That in itself celibacy is higher than

married life is both un-Jewish and (as I think) false.

That there is anything impure in marriage or in

marital relations is an odious and outworn concep-

tion. (Note the superb saying of Theano quoted
in my Synoptic Gospels^ p. 17 1 ad finl) But I do
not gather that Jesus meant this even in his saying

(whether authentic or no) about the eunuchs. All

he means is that to carry out the completest self-

surrender may demand the renunciation of marriage.

It may also be freely admitted that there are many
most noble and most veritable disciples of God (that

is how we must translate disciples of Jesus ”) who
have lived in the world, and have not renounced all
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that they’ had. Taken literally, the saying, if it

meant that a most noble lover of God and of man
cannot emst unless he has renounced all that he

has, would be false. But we must not forget what

the demand has accomplished, nor must we shut

our eyes to a certain lack in our own religion and
• religious brotherhood which the absence of such a

-demand has probably occasioned. For we cannot

deny that to a few in every generation the demand
has drawn out all the goodness and greatness that

were in them, and has even put in them still more.

Mr. Westermarck is not wrong in urging that we
“ must not confound the moral law with the moral

ideal. Duty is the minimum of morality, the

supreme moral ideal of the best man is the maximum
of it. Those who sum up the whole of morality in

the word ‘ ought ’ identify the minimum and the

maximum, but I fail to see that morality is better

for this. Rather it is worse. The recognition of

a ‘ super - obligatory ’ does not lower the moral

ideal
;
on the contrary it raises it.” ^ Have not Jews

suffered to some extent by the absence of a “ super-

obligatory,” by the lack of a demand for the sur-

render of all They have, perhaps, suffered even

less than they would, had they been always emanci-

pated, prosperous, and free. As it is, persecution

has often compelled them to surrender all in faith-

fulness to the Highest. But in prosperity do they

not lack the inspiring leaven and example of men
who “ renounce all that they have ” in the service

of God ? There is doubtless much to be learnt

from the ideal of consecrating one’s possessions and
enjoyments to good uses and noble ends, from the

ideal of stewardship, from' the ideal of the sanctifica-

^ Origin and De%>€hpfn$ni of tht Moral Ideas^ voL L p. 153.
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tion of Ordinary life, ordinary occupations, ordinary

welfare, to the glory of God and the service of man.
But is there not also something to be learnt from the

ideal of turning one’s back upon possessions and
enjoyments, and from a voluntary life of hardship

and renunciation } Is not a community the better

from having within its ranks men and women who
put both ideals into practice, and who exhibit the
“ heroism of every day ” and the heroism of adven- .

ture and renouncement ? If there be anything of

truth and value in such reflections, we cannot pass

by the hard sayings of Jesus with a superior shrug.

They require attention, they summon our thought.

They cannot be of value for all the world, but not of

value for us. They may need supplementing, they

may need correction
; but they will remain for us

no less than for others a requisite portion of our
ethical literature and of our moral ideal.

Of the four points or features upon which I have
dwelt, the fourth and last, it may be contended, is

somewhat off the line of Jewish development, and
bears within it the seeds of evil as well as of good.

But the first three seem finely to carry forward pure,

prophetic teaching, and to constitute true comple-
ments and supplements to the best Old Testament
ideals. Or, again, if Rabbinic ethics carry forward
and supplement Old Testament doctrine in one way,
the ethics of Jesus do so in another. Happily it is

unnecessary for us to neglect either. We may value

both. The fire and passion of Jesus may be as

warmly appreciated as the delicacy and detail of the

Rabbis.

I have not attempted to relate the religious and
ethical teaching of Jesus* to the conditions of our
modern life. There is, however, one specific detail
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about wMch a word might be said, and that is the

teaching of Jesus about divorce. It may be that

we shall consider the truth or the right to lie for

us between the one-sided doctrine of divorce which,

founded on the Old Testament, was developed by

the Rabbis, and the principles which may have been

laid down by Jesus. Two features seem clear as

regards those principles. First, that Jesus would at

the least have condemned any divorce of which the

cause was not adultery. Secondly, that he would
have objected to any rules or system which put the

woman in an inferior position to the man. For

both these features we may be profoundly grateful

to him, even if in such cases as hopeless insanity, or

habitual drunkenness, or venereal disease, which did

not come within his mind or his purview, we may
regard divorce as justified or even desirable. That
his ideal of marriage, permanent and monogamic, is

also ours goes without saying. Divorce is a hateful

and lamentable requirement because of sin or disease;

nothing more. “ I hate divorce, saith the Lord.”

The last of the prophets of the Old Testament holds

out his hand to the great prophet of the New.
I have already alluded to the question how far

the conviction on the part of Jesus that the ordinary

life of earth was coming to an end coloured and
determined the nature of his ethical teaching. Was
the touch of asceticism in his doctrine, his bias

against wealth (with which we may compare the

familiar words of the Epistle to Timothy, “ the love

of money is a root of all lands of evil ”), the sharp

distinction between the service of God and the

service of mammon, due to this belief in the ap-

proaching end .? However we may answer this

question, it is obvious that an intense faith in a



H ADVANCE OE NEW TESTAMENT mi
judgement, and in a future life of felicity or

sorrow as dependent upon that judgement, which

in its turn is dependent upon the way in which

the earthly life is spent, was bound to exercise a

tremendous effect upon a great man’s estimate of

all earthly things. Old Testament teachers had

.declared that wisdom was better than rubies ; a

Tsalmist had exclaimed that to be near God was the

only entirely desirable thing in heaven or on earth,

but when one has no belief in any felicity beyond

the grave, the ordinary setting of a happy life must

assume a very different appearance from what it

does when a man is vividly and passionately con-

vinced that true and lasting beatitude can only be.

known after the gates of death have closed behind

him. For a teacher the perspective is changed, and

the leverage by which he works is different. “ Lay
not up for yourselves,” said Jesus, “ treasure upon
the earth, where moth and rust consume, and where
thieves break through and steal ; but lay up for

yourselves treasure in heaven.” A wise command
;

reasonable advice, common both to Jesus and the

Rabbis. But suppose you knew nothing about
‘‘ treasure in heaven.” Then if you used the “ re-

ward ” motive at all, the reward must be in terms

of earth. But not only this. Till the doctrine of

another world.arose, you had nothing with which to

contrast, and by which to depreciate, the goods and
treasures of this world. Ephemeral and poor as

earth’s goods might be, they were infinitely better

than anything you could look forward to in Sheol.

It is thus obvious that, for a very important reason,

the ethics of the Gospel as of the Rabbis are bound
to differ from the ethics* of the Old Testament.

Isaiah, it is true, does distinguish between flesh s^d
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spirit. But a depreciation of the flesh, an exaltation

of the spirit, a contrast between the things of the

flesh and the things of the spirit : that was hardly

likely to occur so long as the outlook was limited

to earth and limited by death.

Doubtless, however, the contrast between the

fleeting joys of earth and the abiding joys of heaven

(or of the New Jerusalem or of the life of the

resurrection) is likely to be all the more stressed

and all the stronger when it is believed that, quite

apart from the certain death of every individual, the

whole earthly order is approaching its end. This

was the belief of Jesus, while this, on the whole,

was not the belief of the Talmudic Rabbis. It is

also not the belief of ourselves. Is, then, the con-

trast made by Jesus between this life and another

life too violent for us Is his “ otherworldliness
”

too extreme for us, so that we cannot find in it

teaching which we can regard as of value for us

to-day

I do not think so. I hold that we need both : the

enthusiastic and ardent temper of Jesus and of many
New Testament writers and teachers, and the perhaps

somewhat more “ practical ” temper of the Rabbis.

Moreover, it would be easy to exaggerate the differ-

ence between the two. The Rabbinical literature is

so vast that every sort of temper is tfi be found in

it. There is a good deal which is enthusiastic and
ardent, as well as practical. There are many shrewd,
practical sayings and suggestions in the New Testa-

ment, For it is possible to be both enthusiastic and
also practical. Meanwhile, if the teaching of Jesus
(n the Synoptic Gospels, or the teaching of Paul in

the Epistles, be carefully investigated and looked

at as a whole (though not necessarily a consistent
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whole), it will be seen that it is not really pessimistic

even as regards the world of sight and sense which

is nearing its close. In the case of Paul, his earlier

expectation of a rapid end had considerably cooled

off in his middle and later period. Neither Jesus

nor Paul was an ascetic. Jesus mixed freely with

all and sundry. In matters of food and drink he

was so indifferent that his enemies said of him,
“ Behold a gluttonous man and a wine -bibber.”

Paul in his own fine words was ready, and knew
how, “to be abased and how to abound: in ever)'-

thing and in all things have I learned the secret

both to be filled and to be hungry, both to abound
and to be in want. I have learned in whatsoever

state I am to be content.” That is the higher New
Testament spirit

;
it is to be raised, as it were, above

the world, earthly things being transfigured in the

light of the heavenly things which are to come.
Abundance is less precious than it was before

;
want

is less painful. The kingdom of God and His
righteousness: these are all in all. At any rate,

these must be sought first, according to the teacher’s

word, and only in their light, and as they suggest,

must all other things, all earthly things, be judged
and valued. In this view there lie, as it seems to

me, both strength and truth. It may need supple-

menting. There is a right attachment to earthly

life, and a right detachment from it. The “ king-
dom of God upon earth ” is a right ideal to work
for

; the spiritualisation and sanctification of the

sensuous and the earthly are right and noble concep-
tions. Yet there is a sense in which a man should
rightly sit loose to earth .and its ties, nor can ^ny
one who fervently believes in the life beyond logic-

ally complain of Paul when he declares, “ Our
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citizenship is in heaven.” Is earth a preparation, dr

is it not? If it be, only such things as have value for

the fulfilment have primary value here. And such

things are the “ spiritual ” things—love, righteous-

ness, the knolvledge of God, and, let us add, truth,

wisdom, beauty. Is not this, too, the deepest doctrine

of the Rabbis ? Do they not also distinguish be-

tween the treasures that fade and the treasures which

abide ? Do they not also compare this world to

the vestibule and the other world to the banqueting

hall ? Do they not also bid us prepare ourselves in

the vestibule so that we may enter into the hall ?

It would really be absurd if a convinced belief in

the future did not exercise a great influence upon
our estimate of the present. Coming events must
cast not their shadow, but their light before.

And let us note that while we do not, I think,

get directly from the New Testament any helpful

inspiration towards that very proper conception of

life and duty according to which we must strive %o

leave ” our tiny corner of earth a little better than

we found it,” we do not by any means find in the

New Testament any justification for gloom or

sadness. There is little or nothing of the “ vale

of tears ” theory, which Jews (without having
studied the book) too often think is largely taught

therein. The keynote of Paul’s temper and advice

is not sorrow, but joy. His constant order is

“ rejoice.” Faith in the life beyond transfigures

earth. It does not merely make earthly things

cheap and contemptible : it can give some earthly

experiences, at any rate, distinction and glory. It

si%>plies armour against the shafts of earthly sorrows.

It alleviates, it dignifies ; it ennobles and consoles.

Usually in the Old Testament, death, the all-
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consumer, does not destroy gladness. Life and

its goods, both spiritual and material, are ap-

preciated and not despised. But there is an

undercurrent of sadness. Even in Dadd’s mouth,

at the height of his glory, and in a moment of

legitimate pride and of religious devotion, it is

thought fitting to place the pathetic words :
“ We

are strangers before Thee and sojourners, as all

our fathers were ; our days on the earth are as a

shadow and there is no abiding.” And Bacon has

to admit that “ in David’s harp ” (the Psalter) “ you
shall hear as many hearse-like airs as carols

;
and

the pencil of the Holy Ghost hath laboured more
in describing the afflictions of Job than the felicities

of Solomon.” Against the onslaughts of sorrow

and suffering and untimely death most Old Testa-

ment teachers can hardly find any adequate solace

and refuge. Only the highest and keenest act of

faith can rest consoled and unperturbed in the arms
of God. The pressure of life becomes too great.

But Paul uses the life to come as a means whereby
to glorify the present, even when the present is

sorrowful and hard. He rejoices and will rejoice,

and as he rejoices, so he bids the brethren and
disciples rejoice likewise. It is, I think, only in

the dualism of the Fourth Gospel and the Johannine
epistles that we find, not a gilding of earth by the

sun of heaven, but an absolute dislike and rejection

of earth in its contrast with “ heaven,” a casting-off

of the present in favour of the future. There may
be some few adi^mbrations or partial anticipations

of such a view in Jesus and Paul, but, taken as a

whole, the following passage goes very considerably

b^ond them ;
“ Love not the world, neither the

things that are in the world. If any man love the
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world, the loye of the Father is not in him. For
all that is in the world, the lust of the flesh, and

the lust of the eyes, and the vainglory of life, is not

of the Father, but is of the world. And the world

passes away and the lust thereof
;

but he that does

the will of Gk)d abides for ever.” Nevertheless,

even in this extreme and exaggerated statement,

there seems to me to lurk a truth, and that, I

hope, not because I am carried away by the sheer

beauty and glamour and solemnity of the words.
“ The lust or vainglory of the world ”—partly

because the vainglory is temporary, partly because

so much of it is unconnected with the things of

the spirit, unconnected with truth, righteousness,

beauty, partly because it is the theatre and vehicle

of sin, we feel that the word attacking it has some
truth. He who lives for this lust or vainglory,

does not live for God. And the less he lives for

it, and the less he lives in it, the more he lives

for God, and the more he lives in God, and the

more God lives in him. And for each one of us

it is also the fact that the world passes away and
the lust thereof : for each one of us it is, we believe,

true that he that does the will of God abides with

more abundant life for ever. Thus even in this

most extreme of New Testament utterances there

is a truth to be found and cherished.

Over and above what has already been in-

cidentally noted, the ethical teaching of Paul need
not detain us long. For our purpose there is

much more to be gathered and utilised in the ethical

teaching of Jesus than of Paul. But for those who ’

can put old prejudices aside, or, again, for those

who are able to appreciate a great genius even
though they reject the cardind doctrines of his
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faith, the Pauline emstles will always exercise an

attraction. There is something elevating and

sublime in so many of Paul’s expressions : his

phrases stick in the memory. Even when we may
not wholly agree with them, they stimulate thought.

And with such striking phrases his epistles are

studded, ‘and even the epistles which are certainly

not genuine show sometimes touches of his spirit.

To* quote a few of these phrases at random :
‘ To

them that love God all things work together for

good ”
;
“ We are God’s fellow-workers ”

;
“ Know-

ledge puffs up : love edifies ”
;
“ In malice be ye

babes : in mind be men ”
;
“ The letter kills : the

spirit gives life ”
;

“ Where the spirit of the Lord
is, there is liberty ”

;
“ The things which are seen

are temporal : the things which are unseen are

eternal ”
;
“ Be not weary in well-doing ”

;
“ Bear

ye one another’s burdens ”
;

“ Know ye not that

your body is a sanctuary of the Holy Spirit which
is in you, which ye have from God ? ”

;
“ Be ye

therefore imitators of God ”
;

“ The peace of God
which passes all understanding ”

;
“ No soldier

on service entangles himself in the affairs of this

life, that he may please him who enrolled him as a

soldier ”
;
“ To the pure all things are pure.”

Apart from such sayings we are, I think, often

stirred suggestively in Paul by the opposition

(unused by Jesus) of flesh and spirit. The words
may represent a psychology which is not exactly

ours
; they may also imply doctrines which we

reject, yet to us, .too, they have a meaning, a truth.

For though the lusts and desires of an animal are

neither good nor bad, ai\d though our “ fleshly ” (

lusts and desires are only bad ” because or when
they are adopted by our reason, and though both
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good actions and bad actions have sensuous ele-

ments, yet it remains true that with the flesh and
with material things so many of our grosser sins

are connected that for us, too, the flesh and things
’ material are that in us and that around us which
we associate, not only with what is temporary and
fleeting, but also with what drags us down, and
makes us gross or sinful or below the beast. The
invisible things are love and righteousness and
wisdom

;
they are emphatically the creations of

the spirit
;

just as spirit is emphatically associated

with God who is the source and guarantee of

spiritual creations, so that by our belief in Him we
believe in their validity. And to us who deny
and reject the existence of any spirit who is not
“ good,” the association of spirit with goodness is

all the more congenial. To walk after the flesh

and to walk after the spirit are terms in which we
can find a meaning. Paul says :

“ Walk by the

spirit, and ye will not fulfil the lust of the flesh.

For the flesh lusts against the spirit, and the spirit

against the flesh : for these are contrary the one
to the other. The works of the flesh are fornica-

tion, lasciviousness, strife, and such like. But
the fruit of the spirit is love, joy, peace, long-

suffering, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, meek-
ness, temperance.” We do not understand by
flesh and spirit quite what Paul understood by them :

they are part of his system, and his theological

system, from the scholar’s point of view, must be
looked at as a whole. But the spirit of these Words
about the spirit is for us very much what it was to

Paul
;

in a deep, and noj unreal or artificial, sense

oUr acceptance of them is akin to his, and therefore

we can legitimately be edified by them. They can
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help us with propriety. Less easily, perhaps,

because it is more technical, but still with a little

effort which is well worth while, can we win for

ourselves truth and value in such a passage as

this :
“ They that ate of the flesh do mind the things

of the flesh ;
but they that are of the spirit the

things of the spirit. For the mind of the flesh is

death : but the mind of the spirit is life and peace.

For the mind of the flesh is enmity against God
;

for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed

can it be ;
and they that are in the flesh cannot

please God. But ye are not in the flesh, but in

the spirit, if so be that the spirit of God dwells in

you. ... If ye live after the flesh, ye must die

but if by the spirit ye make to die the deeds of

the body, ye shall live.” Any man who has

fought and conquered, or who has been conquered

by, a sensuous temptation will admit that Paul’s

words, however technically and theologically ex-

pressed, yet contain profound and stimulating truth.

Two further points may be noted about Paul’s

doc^(|i«e of spirit. Spirit—God’s spirit—^is, in one

sense, opposed to the Law, though, in another sense,

the Law is spiritual. Paul can say :
“ If ye are

led by the spirit, ye are not under the Law.” Or,

again, “The letter ” (which is equivalent to the Law)
“ kills

;
the spirit gives life.” Or, again, the Law

spells bondage
; but “ where the spirit of the Lord

is, there is liberty.” But the Rabbis said, there is

no freedom except through the I^w. And we,

the heirs of the ages, we who are possessed of a‘

fuller liberty even than Paul’s, we who are raised

above the conflict betweei\ him and the Rabbis, we
can see the relative ^ifamth both of his teaching

and of theirs
; we 6an appropriate both. The
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value of the Rabbinic utterance will come before

us again. Here we can justly note and stress the

value of that Pauline saying :
“ Where the spirit

of the Lord is, there is liberty.” The perfect law,

as the author of the Epistle of James declared, is

the law of liberty, and in this law of liberty works

the spirit of God. Secondly, while Paul opposes

spirit and flesh, this does not mean that he despises

the body. Still less does it mean that in his

exaltation of the spirit, the body may do what it

pleases. There is nothing of the antinomian in

any moral sense about Paul. He, too, preaches

the sanctification of the flesh. “ I beseech you,

brethren,” he says, “ to present your bodies as a

living, holy, and acceptable sacrifice to God—let

this be your spiritual worship.” And again, “ Know
ye not that ye are a temple of God, and that the

spirit of God dwells within you ?
” “ Flee fornica-

tion : he that commits fornication sins against his

own body. Or know ye not that your body is a

temple of the Holy Spirit which is in you, which
ye have from God ? ” No words could, so far as

words can, be more inspiring to help a man against

that ” waste of shame,” that ” bliss in proof, but
proved a very woe,” of which Shakespeare must
have known alike the fleeting ” heaven ” and the

lasting ” hell.”

When he chose, Paul could give excellent advice

on very concrete matters. For us Liberal Jews
his maxim that “ all things are lawful, but all

things are not expedient ; all things are lawful,

but all things edify not,” is of peculiar importance.

(For the word ‘‘
all ” wc can substitute ” many,”

which, indeed, is what Paul actually meant. He
is alluding only to the world of ceremonial customs
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and enactments.) Good taste
; regard for our

brother’s scruples or conscience
;

gentleness in

judgement ;
all these and other wise principles

are expressed by him in those admirable chapters

in the Romans and the Corinthians in which he

deals with those food and other ritual questions

that caused perplexity in the new Christian com-

munities. I have elsewhere dealt with them in

their application to our own life in some detail.

We must, above all else, be careful that whatever

rule we observe, or whatever we abandon, we do

all, as Paul says, to the glory of God. The Jewish

dietary laws may be obeyed or may be disregarded,

but whichever course is adopted, it must be chosen

deliberately on religious grounds, and for the sake

of Judaism and the cause of God. The only other

justified point of view is ethical : not to give

needless oflFence ;
not to hurt the conscience of

our brother. “ Let each man be fully assured in

his own mind : he that, eats, eats unto the Lord,

for he gives God thanks. He that eats not, unto

the Lord he eats not, and gives God thanks. For
none of us lives to himself, and none dies to him-

self. . . . Why dost thou judge thy brother .? We
shall all stand before the judgement-seat of God. I

know and am persuaded in the Lord Jesus that

nothing is unclean of itself ;
only to him who

thinks anything to be unclean, to him it is unclean.

If because of meat thy brother is grieved, thou

walkest no longer in love. The kingdom of God
is not eating and drinking, but righteousness and
peace and joy in tfte Holy Spirit. All things indeed

are clean ; howbeit it is evil for that man who eats

with offence. It is good not to eat flesh, or to

drink wine, or to do anything whereby thy brother
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stumbles. The faith which thou hast, have thou

to thyself before God.” What admirable sense

and delicate charity ! There is a time for open

speech and action
;

there is also a time for gentle

regard and restraint.

No less worthy of notice are those brief ethical

summaries with which Paul so often closes his

epistles. They hardly contain a single virtue or

moral duty with which the readers of the Old
Testament are not familiar. Yet they are im-

pressive by the way in which the most necessary

points are wisely collected together :
“ Let love be

without hypocrisy. Abhor that which is evil
;

cleave to that which is good. In love of the

brethren be tenderly affectioned to one another ;

in honour preferring one another
;

in diligence not

slothful ;
fervent in spirit, serving the Lord ;

rejoicing in hope
;

patient in tribulation ; con-

tinuing steadfastly in prayer
;
given to hospitality.

Bless them that persecute you
;

bless and curse not.

Rejoice with them that rejoice ; weep with them that

weep. Be ye of the same mind one toward another.

Be not wise in your own conceits. Render to no man
evil for evil. Take thought for things honourable

in the sight of all men. If it be possible, as much
as in you lies, be at peace with all men. Be not

overcome of evil, but overcome evil with good.”
Or again, more briefly Put on, therefore, as God's
elect, a heart of compassion, kindness, humility,

meekness, long-suffering ; forbearing one another,

and forgiving each other, ifany man have a complaint

against any
;
even as the Lord forgave you, so also

do ye ; and, above all these things, put on love,

which is the bond of perfectness.” Or once more
in an earlier epistle :

“ Admonish the disorderly,
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encourage the faint-hearted, supf>ort the weak, be
long-suffering toward all. Rejoice always

;
pray

without ceasing
;
in everything give thanks. Quench,

not the spirit
;

prove all things ; hold fast that

which is good ; abstain from every form of evil.”

Or more briefly still,: “ Finally, brethren, rejoice

;

be perfected
;
be comforted

;
be of the same mind

;

live in peace ;
and the God of love and peace shall

be with you.”

Perhaps one may fitly set side by side with these

brief exhortations that fine Rabbinic definition of

religion by the author of the Epistle ofJames :
“ Pure

religion and undefiled before our God and Father is

this, to visit the fatherless and widows in their

afiliction, and to keep oneself unspotted from the

world.”

We may also fitly notice in Paul his application in

his own person of the saying of Jesus : “Happy are

ye when men reproach you and persecute you, and
say all manner of evil against you falsely, for my
sake. Rejoice then, and be exceeding glad.”

Jesus adds, it is true, “ for great is your reward in

heaven,” and Paul believed intensely in this addition.

Yet k would be true to say that the new touch of

passion and enthusiasm in the words of Jesus did

not spring from any calculation of profit and loss.

And so with Paul. When he rejoices in his suffer-

ings, he doubtless is convinced that his future joy

will be sublime and supreme ; and if he had not

believed that, he would not have undergone the

sufferings. Nevertheless, it would be unfair to

say that he underwent them, and underwent them
in joy, because of the future in store for him.
He underwent them and felt joy in them for the

sake of the cause, through his love of God and
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Christ, because of the men and women whom
he was thus winning over to the faith in which
he so enthusiastically believed. That was a new
religious emotion, and the record of it is, therefore,

of value, and supplements our Old Testament in-

gathering. Paul, as he says, laboured :
“ sorrow-

ful, yet always rejoicing ; having nothing, yet

possessing all.” He “ took pleasure in weaknesses,

in injuries, in necessities, in persecutions, in

distresses.” When he was “ weak,” then he was
“ strong.” “ I rejoice in my sufferings for your

sake-” “ Yea, and if I am to be poured out as a

libation upon the sacrificial offering of your faith, I

joy and rejoice with you all.” We can compare such
words with the story of Akiba’s martyrdom. They
find a parallel in the teaching of the First Epistle of

Peter. “For what glory is it, if, when ye sin, and
are buffeted for it, ye shall take it patiently ? But
if, when ye do well, and suffer for it, ye shall take it

patiently, this is acceptable with God.” “ Insomuch
as ye are partakers of Christ’s sufferings, rejoice.”

So we are told that when the apostles on one
occasion were beaten, they departed “ rejoicing that

they were counted worthy to suffer dishonour for

the name.” We may substitute God for Christ, and
find profit in the exhortation and the story.

Such seem the contributions—the complements,
the supplements, the developments—of the New
Testament for our Liberal Judaism of to-day.

I have not touched upon the mysticism of the

Johannine writings, partly because it is so intimately

mixed up with its Christology that it is hard to profit

by the one while rejecting the other, partly because

I am not capable of dealing with any “ mystical
”

literature. Yet many who are neither Christians
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nor mystics can dimly feel the truth as well as the

power of such utterances as, “ He that keeps God’s
commandments, abides in God and God abides

in him.”
Many years ago I ventured to write an article in

the old Jewish Quarterly Review entitled “ Mystic
Passages in the Psalms.” There still seems to me
full justification for such a paper. Passages such as :

“ With Thee is the fountain of light ; in Thy light

we see light.” ” Thy loving-kindness is better

than life. My soul follows hard after Thee
; Thy

right hand upholds me. I am continually with Thee ;

Thou hast holden me by my right hand. Whom
have I in heaven but Thee ; there is none upon earth

that I desire beside Thee,” may, I suppose, in the

larger sense of the word, be legitimately spoken of

as mystic. Nevertheless, there are two or three

observations to be made about these passages.

First, they are not very numerous. Secondly, they

do, perhaps, stop sliort of the fuller, deeper, more
philosophic mysticism which we find in the Fourth
Gospel and in the First Epistle of John. That a man
can feel himself in God, and that he can feel God in

him, b indisputable ;
and many religious persons

will be convinced that the conviction is not only the

result of actual experience, but that the experience is

true. It is not merely that man thinks, and believes,

that he feels that God is in him and that he is in God

;

but this feeling is true. In such exalted and raptur-

ous moods the words express an actual truth: he is

then in a peculiar, deep, and true sense in God, and
God in a peculiar, deep, and true sense is in him.

Now this degree of mysticism goes beyond and
develops the mysticism of^ the Psalter. Hence, if it

be true, we have here a veritable New Testament
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supplement to Old Testament teaching. But there
is also something more. This “ more ” is rather an
impression than a defined and limited fact. It is

gained not so much from individual passages of the
New Testament, as from a view of, a feeUng about,

the whole of it. What one feels in this matter about
the New Testament in its contrast with the Old
Testament (and very much more still in its contrast

with the Rabbinical literature) is this. The Psalter

represents individual Jewish piety and individual

Jewish intimacy with God at their highest. Never-
theless, even in the Psalter we have the feeling that

much of this intimacy is, as it were, communal, or
even national, intimacy, and not just the intimacy of
man as man, and of God as God. One remembers
the old controversy of the “ I ” of the Psalter. Now
the theory that the “ I ” is always a personification,

and that it is always consciously meant to be the
pious community of Israel, is an exaggeration. In
the form in which the theory was developed by
Smend and even held by Wellhausen it is now prob-
ably almost extinct. But the oppbsite theory that
the “ I ” is always an individual is exaggerated
in its turn. Neither Duhm nor Balia can prove as

much as this. The truth lies in between. And
though the most mystic Psalms are also the most
“ individualist ” Psalms, one feels, nevertheless,
that the community is never very far olF. The
facts that the writer is an Israelite, that he is a
naember of the community, the people of God, that
his God is the God of Israel, are never far below the
horizon of his consciousness. In one sense these
very facts constitute the strength of the Psalter: in

one sense they give it value. But to some extent
they detract from its purely human value, and more
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especially from its power and interest as a purely

human document. Much more is this the case (as

we shall see) with the “ mysticism ” of the Rabbis.

Though very deep and keen, it is intensely national.

It is throughout conditioned by the peculiar relation

ofGod to Israel and of Israel to God. It is true that

we, too, are Israelites. But in our relations to God
we desire to distinguish. Sometimes we wish to

feel ourselves as Israelites, charged with a peculiar

mission. But sometimes we desire to feel ourselves

simply and purely as men, and more especially to

feel God, not as the God of Israel (in however pure

and legitimate a sense), but just simply as God.
In such moods we may legitimately feel a certain

lack in the highest Old Testament piety, just because

so much of it is conditioned and mediated by national

and communal conceptions. We want a mysticism

or an intimacy which can appeal to us purely as men,
which could make us feel that, as that man felt, so

does he urge us to feel. He urges us to feel as he

felt just in virtue of our common humanity, our

common relationship to a universal God. Regarded
from this point of view the mysticism and intimacy

of thd New Testament do seem to carry us some
steps beyond those of the Old. It is true that the

Johannine mysticism has also its limitations. It,

too, is conditioned and mediated. Its mysticism

is the product of its Christology. And this

Christology must for us be deducted and stripped

off. Nevertheless, the condition and limitation are

not national pr communal: therefore we perceive

why it is that this Johannine mysticism could have

so wide and enormous ai^ influence. And we also

perceive one reason why in some of our own moods,

and even in spite of its Christology, it makes appeal
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to ourselvesi Yet we pass from it not unreadily to

the teaching of the Synoptics. The historic Jesus

of the first three Gospels can hardly be said to

put forward mysticism. But if there is not much
mysticism,' there is a great deal of intimacy. And
one charm, one attraction, one power, of this intimacy

is that it is so human. Except in a very few, and
historically very doubtful, passages, Jesus never im-

plies that his own intimacy and intimate relation

with God is not possible for others. On the

contrary. We, too, are to pray to our Father even

as he, each one of us in our own inner chamber,

alone with God, each one of us, not specially as

Israelite, but just as a simple human being, a being

who, doubtless insignificant enough, in one sense,

is yet, in another sense, incomparably privileged and
endowed as the child of God. It is this general

feeling of possible and justified intimacy between
man and God—man as man and God as God

—

which we gather from the Gospels, and which seems

to supplement the more national and communal
piety of the Old Testament.

By far the greater part of the New Testament
contributions seem to me legitimate expansions and
developments of best and purest Old Testament
doctrine. A few things are complementary in the

sense that they suggest a new point of view, and
thus counteract the possibility of one-sidedness or

exaggeration. Is there anything to which Amos
and Isaiah would have taken exception ? Is there

not rather much which, on being presented to them,
they would have confessed to be in accordance with

their own most cherished truths ? Be this idea

too bizarre, it may, nevertheless, be safely asserted

that he whose religion is founded upon what has
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here been presented from Old Testament and New
Testament together, will possess a religion which,

whatever else may be said of it, is in its ftindamental

constituents both consistent and Jewish. But that

is not to say that it would not need, or be the better

for, supplementing and development. The Rabbinic

contribution towards such development we have now
to consider.

Yet before leaving the New Testament and

passing on to the Rabbinic literature, we might

perhaps look at the subject of this chapter from one

more point of view. Does the Old Testament, at

its very highest^ leave any religious gaps and

deficiencies } Are there, in other words, any

rough edges in the Old Testament to the smoothing

of which the Old Testament makes of itself no

contribution whatever } I think the answer must

be that there are remarkably few. It may be that

the higher doctrine and the complementary con-

ception is only very occasionally taught ;
it may be

that we can only cite as examples one or two brief

passages, incidental and disconnected. Neverthe-

less, an indication, a suggestion, often, indeed, a

definite, if isolated statement, are there. That is

why, I suppose, Jews are usually so emphatic that,

possessing the Old Testament, they have nothing

to learn from the New. It is not merely prejudice.

It is not merely a wilful shutting of the eyes. It is

also something more and better. It is that they

are so familiar with these incidental and occasional

utterances of t^e Old Testament that they regard

them as its dominant and prevailing view. They
turn the exception into tl\,e rule. They get every-

thing they can out of the few sentences which teach

the doctrine they desire and cherish ;
they squeeze
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out of them all that can possibly be extracted from
them, and perhaps a little more 1 They ignore the

many, or the prevailing, passages which could be
.quoted on the other side. As an estimate of the

Old Testament as a whole this Jewish attitude

towards it is unscientific and inaccurate. Never-

theless these occasional and exceptional passages are

in the book
;
they do form part of it. If atten-

tion i^ concentrated upon them, if what is in con-

flict with them is neglected (or explained away),

then it is not unreasonable, and it is certainly not

surprising, that men should repudiate the view
that for the source, or for an exposition, of the

doctrines which these passages contain, it is neces-

sary to go beyond the pages of the Old Testament.

And it is true that there is much more filling out

to be found in the New Testament than actual

and entire novelty. The rough edges of the Old
Testament are smoothed, its gaps and deficiencies

are, for the most part, filled up, by the Old Testament
itself. It is its own correction and supplement.
What the New Testament does is to correct and
supplement afresh, sometimes more fully, sometimes
more brilliantly, sometimes with fresh illumination

and from a novel point of view. Or again, as we
have seen, it develops a doctrine and pushes it

towards its logical end. But it docs not, for the

most part, contain what we, from our Liberal Jewish
point of view, can regard as completely new doctrine

which is also true doctrine. And of those few Old
Testament edges which are rough, and which the

Old Testament itself makes no incidental and occa-

sional attempt at smoothing, the New Testament
smooths by no means all. Some it leaves untouched,
no less rough than it found them.
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We have seen how, in the conception of God’s
nature, little of value is taught in the New Testa-

ment which had not already been taught in the Old.

We hear, it is true, simply and definitely stated, that

God is spirit ;
that in Him we live and move and

are ;
that of Him and through Him ahd unto Him

are all things. But even these sayings, noble as

they are, do not take us very much further than

the 139th Psalm. Nor is there advance as regards

God’s character, when we contrast with the New
Testament not the lowest Old Testament statements,

not even the average Old Testament teaching, but

its highest and its best. (And in the New Testa-

ment, too, we have to eliminate as well as in the Old.)

God is loving, says the 145th Psalm ; God is love,

says the Fourth Gospel. Is the difi^erence so great ?

And can the Jew forget that, if to the author of the

Fourth Gospel, God is IdVe, His love is very un-

loving to the majority ? The partiality of the God
of Israel is undeniably a prevailing and predomin-

ating weakness of Old Testament doctrine : here

one might think is a rough edge which none before

Paul had smoothed. Nevertheless, recalling all the

familiar universalist passages, Jonah and Isaiah Ivi.,

and several Psalms, one has to acknowledge that

Paul has only smoothed more completely, more
definitely, what these others had begun to smooth
before him. In God’s dealings with man the doc-

trine of retribution and of punishment and of reward
constitutes another rough edge. It is partially

smoothed by the fine attack made by Jesus upon
tit for tat, but the disciflinal theory which, carried

to its logical conclusion, is fatal to any doctrine

of annihilation or of eternal punishment, is not

developed by New Testament writers. On the
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contrary. The inequity of temporary guilt being

visited by indefinitely prolonged punishment escapes

their vision, and Jesus never uses the fxiture life as a

means for working out and overcoming the imperfec-

tions of this life. Here is a rough edge which is left

wholly untouched. The same teacher who declares

that God gives rain to the unjust as well as to the,

just, and makes His sun to rise upon the evil and
the good, speaks with complete assurance about

the many who enter the gate that leads to destruc-

tion, nor does he so much as hint or pray that

those who enter that gate may ever again pass out

of it. This rough edge of the Old Testament is

only made rougher in the New.
It is, perhaps, in the relation of man to God, as

well as in the relation of man to man, that there is

most New Testament “ smoothing,” and also most
developments and fillings out. Here, too, we find

some definite corrections and denials of certain Old
Testament roughnesses which, on the purely Jewish
line of development, have been found hard to get

rid of, and have even been augmented, hardened,

and turned into theory. Man cannot acquire merit

before and unto God. “ Reward ” is rather gift

than payment. Do our utmost, and much remains

to do. A man’s worth is not the difference between
his good deeds and his bad. In such statements,

which to most of us would seem obvious truths, we
may trace the development ofNew Testament teach-

ing beyond the teaching of the Old, and the smooth-
ing of edges of which, in the Old Testament itself,

the signs of smoothing are small. As regards suffer-

ing and evil, the doctrine of the resurrection and of
the new life in the world to come threw a wholly-

fresh light upon the problems of earth, and suggested
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fresh and comforting solutions. Suffering can now
not merely be endured in faith *, it can be endured
in joy. Accepted as service for God and for His
cause, it is the prelude of an abiding bliss. It is

not the mark of sin ; it is, on the contrary, the

symbol of election and of grace. It is the note of

joy in suffering which is new ; the rest is a smoothing

which, depending, as it does, upon the doctrine cJ

the life to come, had been reached in the interval

between the close of the Old Testament period and
the opening of the New.
We saw that the increasing rule of the Law was

to have its moral and spiritual danger. Traces of

these dangers are already visible in the Old Testa-

ment. Yet it is not easy to constitute out of these

dangers an actual defect. For if some passages of

the Old Testament show signs of these dangers,

and are thus to be regarded as defects, other passages

are quite free from them. We cannot say that the

conception of faith is wanting in the Old Testament

;

here is no rough edge
;

all we can say is that

both from the teaching of Jesus about faith, and
even from the teaching of Paul about faith, there is

something to learn, something complementary. We
cannot say that the Old Testament does not know
humility and the sense of sin on the one hand, a

joyful confidence in God upon the other. Above
all, we cannot say that there is not to be found in

the Old Testament a depreciation of the ceremonial,

in comparison with the moral, elements of religion,

or that the moral demands of God are not con-

centrated in a few simple principles, rather than

beaten thin into a number of separate and isolated

enactments. Nevertheless, if there is here no rough
edge to be smoothed, there is yet to be found in

u
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the New -I'eftameht a view of goodness and of
character, a vie>^ of ,the whole relation of man to

God, which comes as a helpful supplemenfr''fnd a

deepening development to those portions of the .Old

Testament which are already on the same line “And

breathe a similar spirit. If in the ethical teac|jing

of the Old Testament, when we seek to make up its

'

highest portions into a connected whole, there is atiy

rough edge at all, we should, I imagine, d^:ovcr,

it in a certain inadequacy in the attitude towards

the sinner, in a certain lack of Sian and passion, of

«iger and redeeming philanthropy. We have seen

how the moral teaching of the Law turns in the

Proverbs into a series of excellent adages and re-

commendations, covering a considerable number of

the virtues, but somewhat wanting in enthusiaspi

and adventure, in the spirit of sacrifice and deiiiAl.

It is this deficiency—this comparative lack of high
idealism—which is most grandly filled up by the

teaching of Jesus and Paul. Go forth and save,

give service even to the sacrifice of life : so they

teach and so they lived. Active, redeeming love,

not stopping short of the sinner and the enemy

:

this is the new ideal. And though it may be tppf,

high for most of us to reach, it may, nevertheless,"^

bring us a little further forward than we shp]|id

have advanced without it. Shall we refuse to ambw *

either that there are rough edges and defici^c^s
in the Old Testament, or that any of these Warfe

smoothed down and filled up by the doctrines of
the New ? Are we the better Jews for such a

refusal ; are we the worse Jews for the admission
I cannot believe it. The Old Testament remains
great enough even if the deficiencies and the tbugh
edges are freely allowed. Nor have we moved away
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from Judaism because, with frank and open eyes,

we perceive ip the New Testament excellences which

. auppleihent and carry forward the excellences of the

Olid. What is there in these new excellences that

is not Jewish too ? If for almost all ofthem parallels

arc ^gerly sought in the Rabbinical literature, this

'.d^es .pot look as if the searchers thought them as

hot ip harmony with the purest Judaism. And so

in truth they are. They are separable from those

doctrines and theories in the New Testament which
we r^ct as inconsistent with our faith. Let us not

then persist in keeping to a poorer Judaism than we
need. Why should we not make our religion as

rich as we can ? Jesus and Paul can help us as

well as Hillel and Akiba. Let them do so. What
is.,good in them came also from God.



CHAPTER III

THE ADVANCE IN RABBINIC LITERATURE^

It is a pity that this essay has to be written by an
amateur like myself. It ought to have been written

by a scholar and an authority. But no such person

seems likely to write it, and so, the right man being

wanting or silent, I am compelled to do it myself.

For the essay I want must be written from a p^-
ticular point of view and in a particular way. The
point of view must be that of Liberal Judaism ; the

way must be that of freedom : freedom towards the

Old Testament, freedom towards the Rabbinic
literature. But only the Liberal Jew is completely

free. The adherent to orthodoxy is always more or

less hampered, fettered, or tied down. And free-

dom must include impartiality. There must be no
attempt to improve any Rabbinic passage by reading

into it what it does not contain ; on the other hand,
there must be no attempt to make it mean less than
it does mean, so that the greatness or originality of
any other writing—^the New Testament, for instance—may shine forth more brightly.

1 A large portion of this chapter consists of quotations, some quite liters!,

some a little condensed, from the Rabbinical literature. But in order to tttake

the look of the page less ugly, quot^ion marks have been, in most cases,

omitted. It is hoped that the contcxtVill show sufficiently what is quotation
and what is comment. Quotation marks have been retained in almost all the
quotations from the Bible.

292
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t, “ Adva^fip ’’ may be soiight; in more thafi one

directi90. ft \^ould not be far’ to limit it to sheer

devdopment, to sheer novelty, though ddubtkss

these would constitute the highest and most sahent

foti^ of “ advance.” We ought, however, I think, in

felrpess to find advance where an idea or a teaching,

enunciated rarely in the Old Testament, is enunciated

frfccpiently by the Rabbis, or where it is put in various

waysi or where it is emphasised and much dwelt

upon. I call it an advance if certain difficulties and
crudities in Biblical narrations and teachings are

perceived, and some attempts (however naive) are

made to get over, or remove, them. It is also an

advance when there is some effort at theorising ; for

this very theorising is also an attempt to move
forward as well as to smooth over difficulties and
inadequacies.

Perhaps I had better here intercalate some few
words of rejoinder to an objection which may be

taken to my entire method. I have spoken of the

Rabbinic literature and of the Rabbis as if they

formed some sort of unity. But have I any right to

do so The literature extends over a large number
of years. It contains the records of men who lived

from the first century to the sixth or seventh.

Some of the sources I have used were compiled even

later. Here, then, is a great “ corpus ” containing

the views and utterances of Rabbis who lived as

early as, say, a.d. 20, and of Rabbis who lived as late

as A.D. 620. Six hundred years or more separate

the earliest of these Rabbis (with their views and
utterances) from the latest. Six hundred years 1

Wycliffe^ on the one hand, and Dean Inge on the

Othef; 1 Surely an essay which attempted to deal

^ Wycliffe lyas born about 1324 and died 1384.



with th6 teligibus views arid utterances of English

Christians from' 1323 to 1923, all jumbled up
tc^lpether as if they formed a unity, would be absurd.

But for the Rabbis the attempt is not so absurd

as it sounds. It is true that there was some change

and development in the thoughts and opinions of the

Rabbis from a.d. 20 to a.d. 620. It is true that

there was variety in the views of individual Rabbis

who jived at one and the same time. It is tru®that

there is some reflection, mostly by way of polemical

opposition, in the views and utterances of the Rabbis,

of the non-Jewish thought of their environment and
age. But it is, I think, no less true that, in spite of

this enormous interval of time, in spite of the variety

of influence and environment, and in spite of all

individual differences, there is yet an immense under-

lying agreement. The Rabbinic religion changed
much less from a.d. ao to a.d. 620 than English

Christianity changed from a.d. 1323 to a.d. 1923.
Speaking very generally, it would, I think, be true to

say that the beliefs and the spirit of a.d. 20 were
fundamentally the same as those of 620. There
was, it is true, a hardening and a fixing, there was
also a broadening and a development, in those 600
years. But all toolyjlace, generally speaking, along

the same lines. 'Ine great doctrines and beliefs

<of 20 were the great doctrines and beliefs of

620; and still more would it be true to say (and

this is of grave importance, for the immense
fliass of the literature and of the “ views and uttcr-

iinces ” are affected) that the great doctrines and
beliefs of a.d. 90 were the great doctrines and bdicfs

of A.D. 690. Hence wbilc a scientific history or
'exposition of the Rabbinic religion must attempt to

give some historic sequence of development^ and
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Iciust seek to show how certain doctrines and l^e^
grew up and spread, and how others were altered,

checked, or expanded, an essay such as I now att^pt
can useftilly, and with some propriety and mea^e
of truth, speak of, and deal with, the Rabbinic

religion as a whole. It can deal with the Rabbinic
“ advance ” as a whole. I can take the literature,

as it exists and as I find it, and collect from it what-

ever seems to me good and useful for my particular

purpose, more especially, therefore, what seems to

me to go beyond the Old Testament in religious and
moral excellence, and what seems to me to be of

value, stimulus, and suggestiveness even for us

Liberal Jews to-day. When I quote a particular

utterance or view, I ought, strictly speaking, to say,

“ This is the view or utterance of such and such a

Rabbi who lived in the second, or fifth century,” as

the case may be; I ought not to say, “ the Rabbis
”

held such and such a view. Yet often I shall certainly,

say so, and, I believe, with adequate justification. It

is true that one can sometimes feel or know that such

and such a view, however valuable, such and such an
utterance, however delightful, is an exceptional view

or utterance, rather off the usual Rabbinic line,.

Then, while one may use and emphasise this view
utterance for present-day purposes, one mustmentiop
that it is exceptional or off the line. But otherwise

one need not do so. A given utterance may be A

noble and beautiful utterance, much too good for an
average Rabbi to have said at all, or for an exceptional

Rabbi to havA said often. And yet one may be
quite justified in remarking about it, “ the Rabbis

say.” For the utterance may be in ftill accordanejp

with the prevailing Rabbinic spirit, with the general

trend of Rabbinic religion, and even with the gem^rsd
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trend of RaBbhnc development, so far as this com4>

binadon of adjective and noun is a possible and
correct combination. It needs some knowledge and

tart to distinguish the cases where one may ^ate,
“ the Rabbis say,” from the cases where one must
not. Whether the present writer possesses such

knowledge and tact is, perhaps, doubtful. But
that there are cases, and very many cases, where one*

can legitimately say, “ the Rabbis hold,” or “ the

Rabbis teach,” is to my mind certain.^ Perhaps the

largest percentage of such cases might come from the

enormous quantity of views and utterances which are

not recorded of any Rabbi in particular, but are

either put into the mouth of the Rabbis in general or

ofnone (the anonymous Haggadot as they are called).

Not that the distinction of anonymous and named
authorities is of much importance for my present

purpose. There have been scholars who, in dealing

with, and writing about, Rabbinic religion, neglected

chronology too greatly: there are others who apppr
to press chronology too much. There is sometiitfig,

or there was something, which can be properly called

the Rabbinic religion, and which can, somewhat
roughly, be set down or described in words. This
Rabbinic religion did not exist in its entirety in any
one age or in any one Rabbi. The account one may
give of it would not apply with complete accuracy

to any one generation or to any single individual

Rabbi. And yet it is roughly true of them all.

^ Dr. Abrahams says :
** Nachmax^^es, in the Barcelona disputation of 126^^

maintained that the Hagadah often represents individual standpoints, that it has

not the same generally binding force upon the orthodox as the Halachah {yenoisk

Encyclopaedia^ ix. p. 90). This distinction has much weight. Yet he was nOt
referring to those very elements of the Hagadah on which you chiefly build,

td&T would he have disapproved of workr like Aboab’s Candelabra of the Eighty

written one generation later. Aboab collected into a systematic whole the

moral and religious sayings of the Talmud and Midrash without any regard to

tl^e date and individuality of the authors of the sayings.**
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And still more is it true to say that it existed as a
sort of spirit above them all. The words, “the
Rabbinic religion,” are not mere words. They
correspond to some fact, to something real, or to

something which once was real. They are much
more true than the words, “ the Old Testament
religion.” They are even more true than the words,
‘‘ the New Testament religion.” And for my par-

ticular purpose and object as so often laid down,
they become still more true. Hence I proceed to

my task undeterred by the spectre of chronology,

though always, I hope, unforgetful of the difficulties,

and always unforgetful when a given utterance or

opinion has to be recorded as exceptional, or when
it may cheerfully be set forth as “ general ” and
“ prevailing,” in the sense that, even though unique
in expression, depth, or power, it is yet not outside

the general Rabbinic line.

The utterances collected together in the vast

corpus which constitutes Rabbinic literature seem
all to come from one predominating type. They
are the teachings and opinions of Rabbis, of one
class, who all look at Judaism and religion from
one and the same point of view. They all magnify
their office and their class. Moreover, almost all

are men with limited outlook and limited knowledge.

They have no training except the training of their

own Rabbinic schools and colleges. It is a great

loss that few gentiles, learned in the rhetoric and
pdfetry and philosophy of Greece and Rome, became
converts and Rabbis. Aquila turned to translation,

not to exposition. No real development in theology

was possible without philosophy, and no philosophy'),

could come except from Greece. It may be said

that the religion of Akiba was better than the religion -



of Philo. To this objection the answers could be

numerous, though there is no opportunity to give

them here. Anyway, most people would allow that

the philosophers of the Maimonidean and the sub-

sequent era did a service for Judaism which can

hardly be overestimated, and also that if Judaism
had never emerged with Mendelssohn into the light

of western thought—which practically means, it it

had not become again subjected to the influence of

Greece—^it must have lost the opportunity which it

has since enjoyed ofclaiming its rightful place among
the systematised forces of modern civilisation.

It was a misfortune that the great intellectual

ability of the Rabbis was given no standards and no
training outside the narrow walk and outlook of

their own houses of study. This want must be one
reason why they sometimes seem lacking in capacity

to distinguish between the great and the little,

between the solemn and the trivial, or why so much
of their teaching seems so childish and so absurd.

For they had nobody and nothing to keep them from
such confusions and degenerations. Moreover, so

far as order and system and reason had any sway
with them, it was in the sphere of ritual, of law, and
of practice. Religious and ethical conceptions and
ideas were under no control, were formed into no
system, were allowed to run riot. The imagination

had free play. This freedom had its good side.

There was no stiffening of doctrine into dogma.
In some ways the scholasticism which produced
the Rabbinic codes and the discussions about them
was better than the scholasticism which produced
puerilities such as those jvhich disfigure mediaeval

Christianity. Endless discussions about Levitical

impurities or Sabbatical regulations are in a way less
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harmful for thought and freedom than the meta-
physical subtleties and dogmatic minutiae into which'
the later schoolmen became entangled. It is better,

moreover, to tie up action than to tie up thought.

In spite of Spinoza, it may safely be said that the

legal labours of the Rabbis, however ill-directed,

however childish, could not have produced so many
heresies and heretics as the dogmatic labours of the

Christian theologians. Whether you may wear a

handkerchief on Saturday is a childish subject for

discussion
;
yet it is little likely to produce heretics

who are burnt alive at the stake.
^

But the real trouble with the Rabbis, the real

check upon religious advance, was the burden of

the Old Testament, the burden of the Book. For
in spite of some efforts (some of which will be

mentioned) to explain away, to reconcile the lower

with the higher at the expense of the lower, it

remains broadly true that to the Rabbis the whole
Old Testament, and especially the whole Pentateuch,

was true and good and divine : the crudest state-

ments about God were somehow not less true than

the noblest
;

the taboo survivals—the red cow,

the waters of impurity, the dietary regulations—

‘

were hardly less good, and were certainly no less

divine, than “ Thou shalt bear no grudge, and shalt

love thy neighbour as thyself.” That is why the

great move onwards has been deferred till modern
times. It is only Liberal Judaism, with its freedom

to distinguish between higher and lower, good and
bad, temporary and permanent, that has been able

to carry Judaism forward by strides which have

made of it a religion that can be purer, freer, less

fettered, than almost any other sect in the whole

Western world. Moreover, the burden of the Book
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acted in another evil direction as well. It stimulated

the passions and hatreds and prejudices of the

natural man. There was only too much reason

why the Rabbis should be intolerant, particularist,

and narrow, where the gentile and the “ nations
”

were concerned. Now the Old Testament, instead

of checking these tendencies, did, upon the whole,

stimulate and intensify them. It gave them the

sanction of religion. It threw over them the

veneer of holiness. It gave them divine authority.

Thus God is not usually made less partial in Rabbinic

literature than He is in the Old Testament. He
is usually more partial. He hates the enemies of

Israel with an even deeper hatred. And, sometimes,

painfully ingenious reasons are given for this

partiality which make it all the worse. The crude

anthropomorphisms of the Old Testament are often

imitated by the Rabbis. It is true that they do
not seem to believe in these anthropomorphisms

;

but they were dangerous to use, and in Rabbinical

literature they are often used in an unseemly arid

childish manner, which could not have had effects

for good. It is even difficult to say how far all

the Rabbis were perfectly aware that the anthropo-

morphisms were anthropomorphisms. They became
entangled by them, and the burden of the Book
often impaired the purity of their conceptions both
of the divine nature and of the divine character.

You cannot use crude and childish metaphors too

long and too frequently without danger.^

Thus the advance of the Rabbis on the Old

1 Dr. AbrahAms writes :
** It must, of course, be conceded that Judaism did

not have to wait for the Liberal movemsnt for its reaction against this danger.

The protest of Nachmanides strengthened the powerful influence of Maimonides,
one of whose great services to Judaism was his thoroughgoing removal from it

of ev^fy trace of anthropomorphism.” t



Testament in thdr doctrine of God is a very com-
plicated and difficult question. It is the more
intricate because the advance is often inextricably

mixed up with the defect. There are warmth and
passion and inwardness and intimacy in the Rabbinic
conception and doctrine of God : and this warmth
and passion and inwardness and intimacy do in

many respects go beyond, or develop, the conception

and doctrine in the Old Testament
;

but they are

difficult for us to use because they are almost in-

extricably mixed up with the Rabbinic particularism.

It is not man whom God loves : it is not man who
loves Him. It is Israel whom God adores ; it is

the Israelite, as Israelite, who adores God. Thus
here, in a most fundamental point, are advance

and defect, excellence and weakness, strangely and
strongly interwoven. Interwoven, moreover, are

also the childishness of the Rabbis and their deeper

thought, and it needs both tact and impartiality

to know when the crudity and childishness and
anthropomorphism mean little more than they say,

or when they are startling and pictorial ways of

expressing something deeper and grander. On6
has sometimes to read beneath the lines. But
when ? And how much ? How much is mere
wayward, unpruned fancy ? How much is meant
seriously .? How much is the play of the moment ?

How far may we translate these wild fancies and
vagrant imaginings into modern ideas without

reading into these fancies and imaginings thoughts
of which their authors were innocent ? It is »
task of much delicacy neither to include nor to

exclude too much.
^

Taking first the Rabbinic conception of God,
we "find in it an immense and sincere exaltation of
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the Divine Bring. He is other and greater than

the world which He has made. His transcendence

and personality are everywhere emphasised or

taken for granted. But this transcendence does

not interfere with or prevent what we should now
call His immanence, though no attempt is made
to do what even moderns find hard to the verge of

impossibility, namely, to harmonise the one aspect

of Gpd with the other, or to establish a conception

of Him which harmoniously includes both. An
intense conviction fills the minds of the Rabbis

that God sustains the world, and that His spirit

and His glory are ubiquitous. No place is without

God, or, as they often prefer to say, is without the

Shechinah, which is the divine manifestation, or

which is God as immanent in the world. Crossing

this convinced idea of the divine omnipresence is

the idea that God is brought near the world by human
virtue, and driven far from the world by human sin.

For the ethical aspect of God is never far removed
from the more metaphysical aspect of Him : CJod is

never the mere Creator, or the mere sustainer of

the non-moral universe, or the mere transcendent

Deity beyond and greater than the world which,

by His spirit and glory. He fills and pervades.

He is always also the Holy God, the righteous and
merciful God, the God who rewards and punishes,

the God whom human goodness attracts and whom
human sin repels. That God is regarded as a cold,

distant, transcendent, unapproachable Deity is a

monstrous misunderstanding of the Rabbis, and a

misunderstanding which can only be retained by
the ignorant or the prejudiced. No nearer God
than the Rabbinic God could there possibly be, or

perhaps rather, I should say, no set or society ofmen
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could have felt Ged nearer than the Rabbis ; to no
sej or socie^ of ftien could God have seemed nearer
than He seemed to them. But their general

doctrine of God and of His relation to man, so far

as one can speak of such a doctrine as existing at all,

and so far as one can set it forth, was always inter-

mingled with, and coloured by, their doctrine about
God in His relation to Israel. Their doctrine about

God, their feelings about God, their sense of God,
are made both better and worse by their doctrine,

feelings, and sense as to His relations with

Israel. It is these relations, or rather it is their

beliefs as to these relations, which dominate and
colour their conception of God, giving it intensity,

intimacy, enthusiasm, and passion, upon the one
hand, and particularism and narrowness, upon the

other. Even in such a matter as the divine omni-
presence and nearness we find this twofold influence.

Always, too, the burden of the Old Testament
comes in. The Tent of Meeting and the Sanctuary

partly intensify and partly (to our thinking and
reeling perhaps more than in reality) restrict the

sense of this omnipresence and nearness ; they

partly exalt the passion, and partly bedim the

purity of the conviction, with which the omni-
presence and nearness are felt and expressed. God
is nearer to Israd than He is to any other people

in the world. The nearer He is felt to be to

Israel, the farther is He (alas 1) believed to be from
Israel’s foes, the nations of the world. Or if

Israel’s sin makes Him “ far ” from Israel—an
idea which is never really held for long at a time

—

it makes Him also far from the world, while Israel’s

repentance brings Him near again. It is a curious

Rabbinic idea that God needs the world not so very
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much less than the world needls Him. But this

idea rarely, becomes vocal. It is crossed or over-

shadowed by the other idea, very frequent and very

keenly felt, that if Israel cannot get on without

Gk)d, God cannot get on without Israel. Nothing
could well be more particularistic, but yet no idea

made the sense of God’s presence and of His love

more intimate, more constant, and more over-

whelming. In considering the question of the

advance of the Rabbinic conception of God over

that of the Old Testament one has to consider the

further question how far the fine fervour and passion

of the Rabbinic conception can be stripped of their

particularism, and so made available for our service

and edification to-day. They owe that fervour and
that passion to a particularism which Liberal Jews
can no longer share, to a particularism which
conflicts with their profoundest convictions of the

divine nature and impartiality. Can the fervour

and the passion remain—are the ideas still service-

able—if the particularism be removed ? Can man
be substituted for Israel ? Or do the particularism

and the passion constitute an inseparable unity, so

that if you take away the one, the other inevitably

fades away and evaporates, and becomes useless

and unserviceable ? That is the very important
question which is yet very difficult to solve.^

The Old Testament teaches the divine ubiquity

very plainly. What can be more definite than the

famous verses in Solomon’s prayer, in Jeremiah, and
in the 139th Psalm ? But it is no less clear that such
stories as that of the Burning Bush, or such con-

1 Dr. Abrahams writes :
“ As tlAi whole world is acceptable into Israelis,

communion, and in the end is expected to be so received, it ought not to bO
impossible to read * manlund ' for * Israd ’ in many a Rabbinic text/*
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ceptibns as tlut of^ the (visible or invisible) presence

of God in the Mosaic sanctuary or in the Temple
at Jerusalem) did originally imply a belief in a

localised God, in a God, that is to say, who, like

man, occupied a particular portion or space, and
who, being in one place, was not also at the same
time in every other place. Now the Rabbis had

to reconcile one set of passages with the other.

Being all in the Book they were all true. Neverthe-

less, the fundamental, dominating belief of the

Rabbis was in the omnipresence. Therefore the

Bush and Sanctuary stories (with others of their

type) had to be fitted in with the omnipresence,

rather than the omnipresence to be accommodated

tQ the Bush and the Sanctuary.

Over and over again it is stated that God spoke

to Moses from the lonely thornbush, so that men
might realise that there is no spot on earth which

is empty of the Shechinah. And as to the sanctuary,

it is often repeated that it resembled a cave near the

shore of the sea. When the tide pours in, it fills the

cave, which becomes full of water, but the sea outside

remains no less full. So the sanctuary was filled

with the radiance and the glory of the Shechinah,

but there was none the less of the Shechinah in the

world. So it is said that as the sunlight floods

the chambers of a palace, but is also no less in the

world beyond, so is the Shechinah with every group

of Israelites when they pray ;
but it is yet one and

the same Shechinah which is with them all and is

in the whole world, as it is also one and the same

sun. God fills the world, but the world does not

contain God. He, as we should put it, is not only

immanent, but transcendefit. In their vivid realisa-

tion of this truth the Rabbis go beyond the Old
X
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Testament. They are more theoretic. God, says

R. Jose ben Chalaphta, is the place of the world,

but the world is not His place. God, says R.

Isaac, is the dwelling of the world, but the world

is not His dwelling. R. Abba bar Judan said the

matter is like a warrior who rides upon a horse.

The horse is secondary to the warrior, but the

Warrior is not secondary to the horse. The differ-

ence between man (a being of “ flesh and blood ”)

and God is strongly emphasised. If a king is in

his bedroom, he is not in his dining-room
;

if he

is in his dining-room, he is not in his bedroom ; but

God is in heaven and earth, and fills them at one

and the same time. How can this omnipresent

God be said to dwell in a human sanctuary ? The
more thoughtful Rabbis felt the difficulty more
acutely (as was only natural) than the author, or

rather the editor or interpolator, of Solomon’s

prayer. There is no theoretic solution. It is part

of the marvellous omnipotence and gracious con-

descension of God. I will confine my Shechinah,

says God to Moses, within the limits of a square

yard. When God said, “ Make me a sanctuary

that I may dwell among you,” Moses asked how
a dwelling-place for God could possibly be made,
and in the usual manner he quotes the stock Biblical

passages. God replies, I dio not ask it according

to My capacity, but according to your capacity,

for even if I were to demand the whole world, it

could not contain My glory. This idea of God
accommodating His demands and His revelation to

the receptive power of man and of every individual

man is quite Rabbinic. God does not, it is said,

come upon, or act upon. His creatures with burdea?

some violence, or according to the full greatness ^f
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His power. He acts' upon them according to each
one’s strength. A heathen, who brings forward

the omnipresence and temple difficulty to R. Meir,

is met by being asked to look at his face in two
mirrors, one of which magnifies, wl^ile the other

diminishes. If you can seem now large and now
small, says R. Meir, how much more can God,
who fills heaven and earth, yet also, if He pleases,

speak with Moses from the midst of the sanctuary.

Just because God is everywhere, none can tell His
place. Even as within the body none knows the

place of the soul, so none knows the place of God
;

and it is rather significant that it is added more
than once that the very creatures which bear the

throne of God’s glory know not His place, and when
their turn comes to praise Him in song, they say,

Where is God whose praise we are to sing ? We
know not if He is here or there, for He is every-

where. Therefore they exclaim, “Blessed be the

glory of the Lord from His place ” (Ezekiel iii. I2).

Thus here the restricted and anthropomorphic

expression of the prophet is made to indicate the

very opposite of its actual meaning. God and the

soul are often likened together. As the soul

“ carries ’’ the body, so God “ carries ” the world.

As the soul within the body is pure and exalted

above the body, so is God pure and exalted above

the world. Here the exaltation as regards the

soul seems only capable of being understood in a

non-spatial sense, so that the exaltation of God
above the world must be also understood in a

more or less spiritual sense as well.

, But if in these quaint, ways the divine omni-

presence is insisted on, the conception is crossed by

th^ idea that human sin removes God from the
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world, so t£at there is a sense in which he is less in

a given place at one given time than at another.

Moreover, the idea of God’s ubiquity and of His
“ nearness ” to man is partly injured and partly

hdped by the Rabbinic particularism, by the per-

fcrvently held belief that God was (and is) “ nearer
”

to Israel than to any other people in the world.

And, though it is needless to labour the point here,

—for we are out to show the excellences of Rabbinic

religion and not its defects—there is little doubt
that very often the Biblical anthropomorphisms had
an evil result: they were often more before the

minds of the Rabbis than the comparatively few
passages in which the omnipresence doctrine is

clearly taught. It is true that they frequently use

language showing a full realisation that anthropo-

morphisms are not applicable to God in a sense in

which they are applicable to man, yet the Rabbis
seem often to believe that God’s dwelling in the

Temple or His departure from the Temple
had a more definite and literal meaning than

any firm spiritual belief in His ubiquity could
justly allow. We are also told that though God
yearned to dwell with His creatures. He did not

do so till the Mosaic sanctuary was set up in the

wilderness, so that the first day of the sanctuary can
be regarded as the first day of the Shechinah. Here
we have the idea that, in a sense, the erection of the

sanctuary was of immense benefit to the world.

And the same conception in another somewhat
modified form meets us frequently elsewhere,. ;.The

Shechinah did at first, we are told, dwell rest

upon the earth, but the gin of Adam and tl^fsuhf

,

s^uent increasing sins of the human rac^ droves

it amy, so that it retreated ultimately up-
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seventh heaven. The virtues and merits of the

patriarchs gradually brought it back again, but it

was not till the Mosme sanctuary that it came right

down again upon the earth. More generally we
have the idea that sin diminishes the presence of

God upon the earth, whereas goodness increases it.

Thus of arrogance (an especially offensive vice to

the Rabbis as to Jesus), it is said that God and the

proud man cannot live together in the same world,

and of him who commits a sin in secret we are told

that he presses against, or drives away, the feet of

the Shechinah.

These various conceptions can, I think, be applied

and found serviceable even to-day. Perhaps, too,

the same may be said of the idea that the Shechinah

has ever accompanied Israel in all his wanderings

and exiles
;

or that even when Israel sins, the

Shechinah does not abandon him. So, too, of the

righteous being ever accompanied by the Shechinah,

so that even to one single individual, if he occu-

pies himself with Torah, the divine presence is

vouchsafed. Can we not both use the idea about

Israel, and also universalise it } May we not hope

and believe that God is with man in the long tragedy

of his ascent, and that there is a sense in which H?
is ever near to the righteous, and that there is a

sense in which He is never far from the wicked }

The wonderful graciousness of God (as the

Rabbis believe) to the repentant will be mentioned

later on. The general “ nearness ” of God (“ He
is hear with every kind of nearness ”) is constantly

reitcj^d. Once the matter is dealt with half

Iheor^ically, when God and an idol ape contrasted,

jdhe iidbl is physically near, but spiritoally far, for

'’IfcjiayB^nwther hear nor help : God, on the contrary,
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may be far-—foi' who knows His dwelling-place ?

—

but He is spiritually near. From earth to heaven

is a journey of five hundred years ; therefore CJod is

far ; but if a man stands and prays and meditates in

his heart, God is near to hear his prayer.

Before speaking further of the relations of God
to man, I want to refer to the conception of God’s

need for man; as if by Himself, and apart from
His creation (and man, to the limited purview of

the Rabbis, is the goal of creation, that is, of the
“ world below ”), God were not completely God, or

not entirely self-sufficient. Thus it is said that

while it is to the honour of children to be with

their father, it is also to the honour of a father

to be with his children. If we need the glory of

God, God needs our glory. God yearns for Israel’s

prayers. Israel’s bondage is His, so that when He
redeemed the Israelites from Egypt, He, in a sense,

may be said to have redeemed Himself. To some
extent, indeed, it may be said that it is a question

of reputation. God’s honour and glory are involved

in the rectitude and wickedness of His people. If

the Israelites do His will. His name is exalted ; if

they disobey. His name is desecrated. But this is

not all. God’s very divinity, so to sp«ik, is injured

by Israel’s sin ; His power is lessened
; His very

goodness is lessened. If the Israelites do God’s
will, they make His left hand His right; if they

disobey, they make His right hand His left. Or,
again, by sin they make the will of the Merciful One
to be cruel. Or again, they make Him sleepy,

paralysing, as it were, His sleepless watchfulness and
love. When they do His will, they increase God’s
power ; when they disotey, they weaken it. Still

^

more daring is another saying in another source

:
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When you Israelite^ are My witnesses (that is, when
you fulfil your calling), then I am God ; when
you are not My witnesses, then I am not God.
How far can we translate such sayings into modern
equivalents which would have value for our religious

thought to-day ? Undoubtedly they bear upon
problems, and suggest ideas, which go far beyond
the limits of the Old Testament.

There is not much of fresh or great value for us

as regards the divine fatherhood or unity in the

Rabbinical literature. The metaphor of fatherhood

is used quite naturally and frequently
; the Rabbis

could not have imagined that the time would come
when anybody would charge them with a lack of
conviction that God was their||Father, and that

the phrase, “ our Father who art in heaven,”

was not familiar to them. All the reward,

we are told in one passage, which God wants
from the Israelites is for them to honour Him as

His children and to call Him their Father. The
relationship is natural and obvious. So, ' too, as

regards the unity of God, it is rather taken for

granted than dwelt upon at length or with elabora-

tion. There are many allusions to the folly and
wickedness of believing in a “ second power in

heaven ” or in any “ division ” in the Deity, but

these, while historically or theologically interesting,

are ofno present-day value for us in our own religious

life, especially for those of us who have no desire

or inclination to question the Jewish conception of

the divine unity, or to exchange Judaism for Chris-

tianity. Early in the Rabbinic period the slogan of

Judaism had been established in Deut. vi. 4. We
know this from the New Testament. The original

meaning of the verse had been greatly changed.
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As I have already indicated, it is probable that the

Hebrew words originally meant that there were not

many Yahwehs, but one Yahweh ; even as there was
only one sanctuary at which Yahweh might be offered

sacrifices, so there was only one Yahweh, and not

many Yahwehs, or many manifestations of Yahweh,
to receive such sacrifices. There was not a Yahweh
.of Hebron, and another Yahweh of Jericho, and
another Yahweh of Jerusalem: the local Baals were
many, but there was only one Yahweh. But gradu-
ally the meaning of the verse changed and deepened.

It was taken to signify: (i) there is one God only,

and that one God is Yahweh. (2) Yahweh is Him-
self a unity. (3) Yahweh is ever the same : the

same yesterday, to-day, and for ever ;
the same, even

though His manifestations seem many. The reading

of the “ Shema,” the confession of the divine unity,

is thrown back to pre- Mosaic times. Thus we
find the story: When Jacob was about to die, he
called his sons and said (Gen. xlix. 3), with a play

upon words. Hearken to the God of Israel, who i«

your Father in heaven. Is there in your heart any
doubt (or division) about God .? Then they an-

swered: Hear, Israel, our father, as yotir heart is

undivided for the Holy One, so is our heart un-
divided, for “ the Lord our God, the Lord is One.”
. . . Since then the Israelites are wont to say every
morning and evening ; Hear, Israel our father, the

word which you enjoined upon us still stands for

us to-day: “the Lord our God, the Lord is One.”
God has many names, but He is none the less

one. An architect may be called also builder or

master-workman, but he is one and the same man.
The same God in the past, the same God in the

future the same God in this world, the same God
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in the world to qome. Quaint is the saying : God
appeared to the Israelites at the Red Sea as a man
of war; at Sinai as a teacher, to Daniel as an old

man ; but He said, Because you see Me in so many
manifestations, there are not many .gods: it is I who
have appeared to you now in this way, now in that,

for I am Yahweh thy God. And it is said. When
God revealed Himself at Sinai, each Israelite thought
that the word of God addressed itself to Aim. For
the word spoke with each according to the power of

each. But God said : Because you heard many
voices you are not to think there are many gods,

but know that it is even I, for I am Yahweh thy

God. In these passages the unity of God seems
merely to oppose one God to many gods, but there

can be no doubt that with the rise of Christianity

some of the allusions to the unity have a more
definitely anti-Christian reference, and are thus used

< in a deeper and more metaphysical sense. It is

interesting that words were coined or used to mean
the unity of God and to confess or profess that

unity. In the Targums the word Yechudah is used

to signify the divine unity. The passage in Lam.
iii. a 8, Let him sit alone and keep silence, for

God has laid it upon him,” is enlarged thus: “ Let

him sit alone, and keep silence, and bear the chastise-

ments that come upon him for the sake of the

unity of the name of God ” (cp. Canticles viii. 9).

Even when (it is said in the Midrash) we are

weakened by sidFerings, we hope for the salvation

of God and daily proclaim the unity of His name.

The martyrs of Judaism are alluded to as the sons

of the living God who gave up their lives for the

miity of the name. In such passages we have an

oimous advance upon the Old Testament. What
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was implicit becomes explicit, and the special func-

tion or Judaism—the jealous maintenance of the

divine unity—^is already realised and expressed.

As regards the conception of the divine character

some advance can be observed. If we take the Old
Testament at its very best—^for instance, the simple

confession of the divine goodness such as we find

in Psalm cxlv.—it is not easy to see how it can be

improved upon or developed. There was, indeed,

room for a reply to objections or to doubts, but the

statements themselves stand unexcelled and prob-

ably unexcellable. You can systematise a little, and
theorise

:
you can vary the phraseology, and make

it here and there more pointed and sharp. But
does the famous saying “ God is love,” mean more
than, “ The Lord is gracious and compassionate,

slow to anger and of great loving-kindness. The
Lord is good to all, and His mercies are over all

His works. The Lord is righteous in all His.

ways, and loving in all His works ” ? There was
little here, as it seems to me, for the Rabbis or aiiy

one else to go beyond. On the other hand, the

lower conceptions of God in the Old Testament, and
the grosser anthropomorphisms, were, as we have

seen, a terrible burden for the Rabbis. They could

not always escape from them by explaining them
away (even though ancient exegesis, whether Rab-
binic or Christian, is in this line capable of much),
partly because the statements are too clear, emphatic,

and abundant, partly, alas 1 because they tallied too

closely with, and were too pleasing and comforting

to, their own lower passions and impulses, their

lpn|[ing for revenge, tjheir national hatreds and
prejudices. It is only occasionally that we find

an effort to rise to a nobler view, to overcome the
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letter of Sc^ture by ingenious theory and inter-

pretation. Thus, as regards the divine wrath, the

Rabbis could not rise to the Platonic conception
that anger is an impossible quality to associate with
perfection. But yet they can say : - Thou subduest
wrath, but wrath cannot subdue Thee. A man is

overcome by his wrath, but God overcomes wrath.

A man is ruled by his passion, butGod rules passion.

I, God, rule over passion, but passion does not

rule over Me. In other words, I suppose, the

attribution to God of the quality of anger is a mere
metaphor. His wrath, at any rate, is different from
human wrath. An angry man is overcome by a

passion; he acts irrationally. God’s anger is merely

,
a metaphor for His justice, or for that just hatred

of, or indignation with, sin (not necessarily the

sinner), which is consonant with justice, with holi-

ness, or even with love.

The Rabbis reduced the moral attributes of God
to the two fundamental qualities ofjustice and mercy.

Mercy or compassion was made to include—I think

this may fairly be said—the conception of loving-

kindness or love. They devised the theory of the

two divine Middot or attributes, namely justice and
mercy, but the attribute of mercy was said to include

in itself thirteen subdivisions (by an ingenious

reckoning up of words in Exodus xxxiv. 6, 7).

More anthropomorphically, God was said to have

two thrones, one of justice and one of mercy : He
passed from one to the other according as He judged
(and punished) or as He pardoned and forgave. I

do not know that the Middahs and the thrones

carry us much beyond tl^e Old Testament. The
simple, childlike theology of the Rabbis, founded

upon, and continuing, the simple, childlike theology
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of the Old Testament, gave them some advantages

over Christian anxieties and speculations. There
was no question of some extraordinary device being

needed to overcome the awful consequences of

nmn’s sinfulness and sins, or of God’s justice, or

of the devil’s demands. God had simply to forgive,

and it was His nature and desire to do so. He
realised that with strict justice man could not endure.

Therefore He created the world, and He rules it, by
a mixture of justice and mercy, and in the mixture

mercy predominates. If I create the world, said

God, with the Middah of mercy alone, sins will be
multiplied, if with the Middah of justice alone, how
will the world endure ? I will create it with both.

O may it endure ! In another passage Abraham
argues with God that He cannot have it both ways

:

if He wants strict justice, there can be no world
(of men); if He wants a world of men, He cannot

have strict justice. More profoundly it is declared

that the Middah of mercy is greater than the Middah
of justice; in other words, mercy (or love) is a more
essential feature of God’s nature than justice. The
same idea is, I suppose, indicated in the quaint prayer

which the Divine Being is said to pray: May it be
My will that My mercy may subdue My anger; may
My mercy prevail over My Middah (of wrath), so

that I may deal with My children with the Middah
of mercy, and enter on their behalf within the line of
strict justice. (The last words will be noticed later

dn.) It is also to be observed that the Rabbis adopt
the theory that of the two divine names, Elohim
(God) and Yahweh, the former marks or signifies the

attribute of justice, the letter the attribute of mercy.
Now with the name Yahweh were doubtless asso-

ciated some relics and remnants of old fears and
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superstitions
;

somehow or other Yahweh was
really God’s name, even in a sense far deeper
than Jones may be your name or Smith may be
mine. For if God has a name (and the Bible says

that He has), then the name must embody in itself

something very awful and tremendous. We know
how all antiquity believed in the mysterious connec-

tion between a man and his name: hence it was only

natural to believe that there was a dread and mys-
terious connection between God’s name and God.
Now the point of value for us in these hoary ideas,

long since past and overcome, is that Yahweh was
more intimately connected with the essence of God’s
nature than Elohim. And Yahweh expressed His
mercy ; Elohim His justice. Therefore mercy was
a much more essential, predominant, and powerful

attribute of God than justice. All sorts of anthropo-

morphic and antiquated ideas about the divinejustice

and mercy in connection with the New Year and the

Day of Atonement {e.g, the sound of the Shophar
makes God get up from the throne of justice and sit

upon the throne of mercy) need not concern us. It

suffices that to the Rabbis the essential feature in the

divine nature is goodness, mercy, or love, which
perhaps, too, they realised to be not inconsistent with

justice, though superior to it.

While, however, the Rabbis, when they were not

thinking of Israel’s enemies, laid the predominant

stress upon the divine mercy, they were sensitive

to the danger of confusing mercy (or, as we should

say, love) with good-nature. God is not merely

eisy-going. He is long-suffering, but He will

by no means acquit the guilty. Their many dis-

cussions—sometimes rather casuistical, sometimes

rather chilffish, sometimes inconsistent, and often



3 i8'THEaO) TESTAMENTANDAFTER ch.

particularistic—about the long-sufFeringne^ pF God*
seem to imply that we must not allow the idea of

love to degenerate into laxity. Better, in spite of

difficulties of consistency, to assume that while there

are no limits to the dirine goodness, justice and
punishment are not excluded from the divine rule

because of mercy and love. Or, again, as we shall

see later on, it is better to acknowledge ignorance of

the innermost causes of the divine action than to

lower one’s conception of the divine nature.

It is rare in the Rabbinic literature, just as it is

rare in the Old Testament, to find much pity with

the unrepentant wicked, more especially if there

is any connection between the wicked and the

enemies of Israel. Precisely the same lack of pity

is to be found in the New Testament, where the

unrepentant wicked are consigned without com-

{

junction to the “ aeonian ” fire. And on the

argest and most colossal scale this lack of pity,

which, I suppose, in antiquity the members of one
religion almost invariably showed to the adherents

of another, is exhibited in the Fourth Gospel, which
has yet a just claim to be called the Gospel of love.

So awful are the inconsistencies of the human mind.
Yet in the Talmud, from whose vast sea every doc-

trine and every idea can be fished up, you can find,

by way of bright and rare exception, instances of
divine pity even for the enemies of Israel. Thus,
there is the famous passage, several times referred to,

where the angels begin a paean of praise aind triumph
at the destruction of the Egyptians, and God rebukes

them, and says. My creatures are perishing in the

waters, and you would lift up your voices in song.

Curious discussions occur in the Talmud as to

whether God rejoices at the destruction of sinners.
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Somehow pr other there must be occasions when He
does, because it says that He does in the Old Testae
ment 1 Nevertheless, the dominant view is that God
does not rejoice when the wicked fall. And there
is a very remarkable passage in the Mishnah which
runs thus : R. Meir said. In the hour when a man
$uffers (/.e. when a malefactor is put to death),

what says the Shechinah } How heavy is My head !

How heavy are My arms 1 If God grieves thus

over' the blood of the wicked, how much more over
the blood of the righteous 1 Here I might add that

the Rabbis have also ventilated the question whether
^ej is consonant with the divine perfection. The
intimacy between Israel and God is, however, too

great for any pain which comes to the one not being
also felt intensely by the other. “In all their

afflictions He was afflicted.” What large use do the

Rabbis not make of this corrupt verse from Isaiah 1

More generally it is said that God weeps three times

a day : Because of him who could occupy himself

with the Torah and does not, over him who cannot
and yet does, and over an offleer of the community
who is proud.

One is struck in the Rabbinic literature by this

double tendency: on the one hand, the unhesitating

extension of the Biblical anthropomorphisms, some-
times reaching the greatest degree of pictorial detail

and fullness
;
on the other hand, a certain struggling

against all anthropomorphisms, a certain desire to

indicate that they are all metaphors and not to

be taken literally. Perhaps the most venturesome
passage in this second direction is found in the

Mechilta, which is one of th? oldest of the Rabbinical,

compilations, and is a sort of commentary upon
Exodus. The comments upon ExOdus xix. 20



njn tfeus: And Yahweh came down upon Mount
Sihai to the top of the mount. One might snpposei

upon all the motxnt. Therefore it says, on the top

or the mount. One might suppose that the divine

Glory really, or in itself, came down, and spread

itselr out upon the mount. Therefore it says, I

haVe talked with you from heaven. These words
mean that God bent, or bowed down, the lower

heavens and the upper heavens upon the top of the
,

mount, and the Glory came down and spread them
upon the mount, as a man who spreads a coverlet on
the top of the bed, and as a man speaks from the

coverlet. . . . R. Jose said. It is written. The
heavens are the heavens of the Lord, but the earth

has He given to the children of men. Moses and
Elijah did not go up (to God), and the Glory did not

go down below, but we are to understand that Grod

said to Moses, Behold, I call to thee from the top of

the mount, and thou goest up {i.e. apparently ther^

was a created voice which sounded from the summiL
of the mountain; God Himself, or even the (^;yine

Glory, was not on the mountain or on the top of the

mountain).

In the relations of God with man the Rabbinic

conceptions of the divine nature and attributes are,

still mrther exemplified. A number of passages

exist which, while not going beyond the besf Old
Testament teaching, yet emphasise and illustrate

that teaching in many quaint and telling ways.

Passages describing how God can hear all men at

once, how all, sick and poor, slaves, women and men,
^re equal before Him, how large is His pity, how v

Constant His compassion, are frequent enough, and
are often beautiful as well as quaint. But for our
present purpose it is perhaps needless to quote
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them. More important, because carrying us a. little

further forward, is the question of the divine aid.

The Rabbis, as usual, have no theory of grace
;
yet

indications are not wanting that they were conscious

that man, when acting righteously, did not act by
his own unaided power. They do not say in so

many words : It is not I, but God in me
; it is not

I, but the holy spirit within me, but they do say

that God helps man. And they feel—though they

clearly find it difficult to express it—that God does

not help a man to wickedness. A man cannot

excuse himself for his wickedness by saying, It was
God who urged me to do it : but (they do not say

this, yet we may add it to what they do say) a map
cannot, and must not, boast of his good deeds, for

they are rather God’s than his. Thus they say.

He who would pollute himself is given opportunity;

he who would purify himself is aided. And again.

It is like a man who sells balsam and pitch. Ifone
wants to buy pitch, it is said to him, Measure it

for thyself. If one wants to buy balsam, it is said.

Wait, I will help thee to measure it, and I and
thou will both smell well. The last words are ex-

tremely curious and significant. We may, I think,

find in them the ideawhich we have already observed

;

by man’s virtue God is glorified and His divinity

increased, or perhaps, rather, that God imparts of

His nature to man without thereby losing anything

ofNis own perfection. It is somehow almost always

noticeable in the Rabbinical literature that a fine

idea often gets spoilt by some petty application or

particularisation ; it gets split up in some casuistic

manner, and seems to lose itself in the sand of detail.

Is there any polemical reference, or what are we to

make of a passage like this : R. Isaac said. If
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any^'wne says, I have laboured and not found, or,

I' have not laboured and yet found (i.e. succeeded),

believe him not; but if he says, I have laboured and

found, believe him. All this, however, only applies

to the study of the Law ;
in matters of business,

help from heaven comes in, and in the study of the

X^w what was just said only applies to intelligent

apprehension, but to remember what one has learnt

needs help from heaven. Such a saying makes one

almost hesitate to believe that the speaker had
any deeper conception of the religious problem at

issue. It may, however, be that what the Ra^l^bi

wishes to emphasise is that man possesses free will,

and is responsible for his deeds. If he honestly

toils in study, he will succeed, and no success can

come without toil. There is neither magic nor

chance, nor does God supply the place of effort.

But in business there is an element of what the man
in the street calls chance, and this element is due to

.

the goodness or will of God. So, too, men differ id

power of memory, and the difference in endowmeht
is due to God. But all this would leave the deeper

question of the divine element in human righteous-

ness and in the conquest of sin untouched and
unsounded.

Justice and mercy, the two fundamental qualities

of God, operate, according to the Rabbis, by way of

reward and punishment, discipline and forgiveness;

There is no doubt that, both upon the humatt«and
the divine side, both as regards the dealings ofiGp^
with man and the relations of man with God, there is„

far too much in Rabbinic teaching about reward aitd

punishment, far too much of measure for measure
as a principle, and far too much of its applicarion.

There seems to be here one of the weakest, as %eH
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as one of the least attractive, portions of Ratihinic

theolo^ and Rabbinic religion. The doctrine of
reward and punishment bulks large in the Old
Testament : it was accentuated by the Rabbis.

Moreover, it was just such a doctrine which can
be terribly coarsened by detailed application and
elaboration. The externalism of it, when externally

conceived, becomes gross and often ludicrous. The
principle that God renders to each man according to

his Works is assuredly only true, if it be true at all,

jft a spiritual sense. Outwardly it is only true if we
substitute humanity for man, and it is then only true

ag»a principle or article of faith which needs explana-

tiba' and qualification. Even so far as a life beyond
the grave may be concerned, we should still only

desire nowadays to accept it with the reservation that

the nature of the divine punishments and rewards is

completely unknown to us. When outward punish-

ment or outward reward is assumed to be the sequel

of virtue and sin, and—^far worse—the nature of

these rewards and punishments is presumptuously

.and foolishly supposed to be ascertainable, the

results are lamentable indeed. The Rabbis were
by no means able to shake themselves free from the

follies of the friends of Job, and they even carried

these follies into detail and astounding lengths.

Instances of such painful folly even found their way
ihto the Prayer Book, where they are allowed to

djsfi^re and deface it to the present day.^ In this

es3a;f we are, however, only concerned with the

advances of the Rabbis, not with their failures and
retrogressions. And it is a remarkable fact that

even here where they failed niost, where they must
have-found it most difficult to move forward, where,

^ The Authorised Jewish Frayer BooK cd* Singer, p. 121.
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perhaps, the disadvantages of a legal religion were

most serious and pressing, they were often better

than their most cherished doctrines, and often showed
a happy inconsistency in respect of them. In these

inconsistencies we have something to use and find

valuable even to-day.

To begin with, the doctrine of individual retribu-

tion is considerably modified by the view that,

though the divine gifts (whether of forgiveness or

of prosperity) depend upon human virtue, there

may be a transference of the virtue of one man for

the benefit of another. The doctrine of Zechuth,

or merit, has much in it which is fantastical,

exaggerated, and unattractive, but it has this good
point about it that it is a sort of indication or

acknowledgement of human solidarity and inter-

connectedness. Thus the merits of the Patriarchs

help their descendants. Zechuth may even inhere

in what is not a human being. The ,Law has

much Zechuth, and because of it God grants

favours and privileges to Israel. A whole wicked
nation may be preserved by the Zechuth of one
righteous man who is found in it year by year. . It

is said that all the world is sustained by the Zechuth
of Israel. Connected with this doctrine of Zechuth,

which cannot be further dwelt upon here, is the

doctrine that the righteous, and especially the death

of the righteous, act as an atoning power for the

sins of the wicked. Thus, it is said that there are

many Israelites who possess neither good works nor
knowledge of the Law. Does God destroy them
No. He unites the good and the wise with the

bad and the ignorant ^n a single bundle, so that

the one atones for the other. The atoning efficacy

of the death of the righteous is constantly alluded
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to and emphasised. And though it never seems to

be said that this atoning efficacy should be a voluntary

sacrifice whether in life or death, yet, in Akiba’s
case, and occasionally elsewhere, martyrdom is not
merely a voluntary act, but is even desired, not

indeed as a sacrifice for man, but as an act of love

to God.
But, in addition to Zechuth, there is grace.

Where there are no works, God gives and forgives

through His goodness. The two agencies are

sometimes queerly combined, as when it is said

that, till the granting of the Law, God saved the

world by His goodness, and afterwards He saved

the Israelites by the Zechuth of the Law. Yet
things were not wholly satisfactory till the erection

of the sanctuary. For before the sanctuary was
erected, the world was like a stool which has only

two legs. As the stool does not stand. firm till it

gets a third leg, so the world needed the sanctuary

for its firm establishment, for then it stood firm upon
the divine goodness, the Law, and the sanctuary.

But when the sanctuary was destroyed, God made
the righteous in Israel supply its place, and thus He
forgives the sins of His people. Quite, or almost^

as frequent as the references to Zechuth, are the

references to God’s free grace, by which God acts

without any need of Zechuth or of works. God
redeems Israel for His own name’s sake. He
forgives through His own goodness. He can

supply the wanting righteousness of man by His
own superabundant righteousness. Thus the con-

gregation of Israel say : We have no merit or

good works. Deal with us in loving-kindness.

David is made to say : Many trust in their own
good works, many trust in the works of their
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fathers, but I trust only in Thee. Though !

have no good works, yet, seeing that I call upbh
Thee, hear me. The old Rabbinic commentary (if

one can call it so) on Exodus thus briefly comments on
XV. 1 3 (“ In Thy loving-kindness Thou leadest the

people”) : Thou hast wrought loving-kindness for

us, for there were no works in our hands. From
the beginning the world is only built upon
loving -kindness. (The proof is a designed mis-

translation of Psalm Ixxxix. 2.) On the whole, the

Rabbinic idea seems to be that man is saved, or

rather lives, whether in this world or in the next,

through the grace, the gtvingness, the Zedakah of

God. So far as human righteousness avails at all,

it avails for others rather than for the righteous

themselves. Thus we are told that two Rabbis
(their names are variously given) disputed as to

the meaning of Isaiah xlvi. I2. Each one gave
an explanation which has no relation to the, original

text, but the substance was this. The one said.

The whole world is sustained by divine grace

(Zedakah), but the very righteous are sustained

by their own merit or works. The other said.

The whole world is sustained by the merit of the

very righteous, but the very righteous are not

sustained even by their own merit. Another form
of the same dispute runs : One said. All men are

sustained by God’s grace, but the very righteous

are sustained by their own merit. The other said.

All the good and all the consolations which come
to the world are due to the merit of the very
righteous, but they {i.e. the very righteous) gain

no benefit from their righteousness {i.e. they are

sustained by God’s grace). We may gather this,

it is added, from what befell Mar Zutra, for when
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prayed for others he was answered, but when he

f»rayed for himself he was not answered. Thus we
always come back to the conception of the funda-

mental goodness of God. He wants to save. He
wants to forgive. Divine love desires to redeem,

but the desire is not inccmsistent with justice. If

God created the world. He must have created it

for life and not for death, for salvation and not for

ruin. Thus the Rabbis always try to find loop-

holes for God’s mercy, so long as these loopholes

do not weaken the sense of human responsibility,

and turn love into mere good-nature. If, for

instance, a man means to sin, but is prevented, his

evil intention is ignored ; if he means to do a good

deed, but is prevented, his good intention is regarded

as an accomplished act. And there are other sayings

to the same effect, always illustrating the doctrine

that the Middah of love is greater than the Middah
of justice, and that the desire of God is to save

and to redeem. “ I will cause all my goodness to

pass before thee”—^that is the Middah of mercy
as well as the Middah of justice (both are good)^

.

In that hour God showed Moses all the treasur^""

of reward which are appointed for the righteous.

Moses asked. For whom is this treasure ? For
him who fulfils the commands. For whom is that

treasure ? For him who brings up the orphan,

and so on. Then Moses saw a big treasure, and
he said. For whom is this one ? To him, said

God, who has good works I give the reward that

is due to him .; to him who has none I give gratis

of this big treasure, as it is written, “ I will be
gracious to whom I will^be gracious.” We have

to translate such sayings and stories as these into

their modern equivalents, and I think we can.
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They are diildlike methods of expressing the re-

demptive love of God, in which we would fain

believe and find our comfort. Whatever the method,
and however long and strange it be, the divine

purpose—for man we say where the Rabbis too

often said for Israel—^is not to destroy or to requite,

not just to punish or just to reward, but to train, to

educate, to bring near, to enlighten, and to save.

Too often, indeed, the Rabbis seem almost

possessed by a consuming passion for reward.

And too often they show the mere ordinary human
desire for divine retribution to befall the wicked
and the enemy. Too often also they attribute to

God coarse, mechanical methods of retribution and
reward, as if there were no such thing as character

with its subtlety and delicacy, but as if God were
constantly weighing man’s good deeds against his

evil ones, and judging and rewarding and punishing

a man according to the balance. All passages,

and they are innumerable, in which these ideas are

reflected, are of no value for us to-day. The
passion for reward is expressed with the utmost-:

'natvetS and simplicity. Thus it is said that the real

reason why Moses was so anxious to enter Palestine

was because he knew that certain commands could

only be fulfilled in the promised land. God,
however, said to him. What you really want is the

reward of these commands. Therefore I will

reckon it as if you had fulfilled them 1 Sometimes
the attitude towards God is what we should call

wheedling. If a king hires good workmen, who
labour well, what praise befits the king if he gives

them their reward ? Suph renown is only his, if

he gives their full hire to lazy workmen. The
forerathers were good workmen ; we aro but lazy
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workmen. Give us good reward ; that is great
goodness There is, indeed, no end to the
reward of fulfilling the Law, but most of these

rewards were regarded as reserved for the life

beyond death, whether in “ heaven ” or upon the

renovated earth of the resurrection aeon. One
Rabbi went so far as to say that in this life there

was no reward. The Israelite is not to consider

and ponder on the various rewards of the various

commands. In fact, the amount and quality of

the reward attached to each command are hidden,

precisely so that some may not be neglected and
others fulfilled. Hence the sages said : Be as

careful over a light command as over a heavy one,

for thou knowest not the reward of either 1 But
the rewards of the hereafter are infinitely great.

Eye has not seen, and car has not heard, what has

been prepared for those who fulfil the Law.
The mercy of God is, however, as I have already

indicated, never allowed to degenerate into an un-

ethical good-nature. Though He is ever ready to

forgive. He does so only upon conditions : there'

must be some sense of guilt, some evidence (such
‘

as God can see) of repentance. The Rabbinic

doctrine of repentance, which I have described in

detail elsewhere, is one of the finest things in

their whole system. No one who repents, whatever

the greatness of his sin, is rejected by God. More-
over, if man makes the smallest beginning, God
meets him more than half-way. Open for me, God
says, a gateway as small as a needless eye, and I will

1 Dr. Abrahams writes :
“ This is hardly fair. God’s generosity is compared

with man’s deserts. And your sentence beginning, ’ Ttoe is, indeed,’ is not

adequate. The immense change produced by the fact that the rewards were

supposed to be * other-worldly * and spiritual, because after death, should have

been more empl^siscd. The Jews got very little earthly reward at any tim«.j

itt was scarcely illegitimate to hope for the rewards of the Hereafter.”
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open for yoii a gate wide enough for carriages and
chariots. God’s gates, which repentance opens,

are not strait and narrow. There is no reason why
any should not be able to pass through them. And
these gates are never closed. The contrite heart

finds immediate acceptance. To use broken vessels

is for man disgracenil, but God loves the broken

Vessels, as it is said, God is near to the contrite.

What shall be the punishment of the sinner ?

Wisdom said. Evil shall pursue sinners. Prophecy
said. The soul that sins shall die. The Law said.

Let the sinner bring an offering, and he shall find

atonement. But God said. Let the sinner repent,

and he shall be forgiven. It is a Father who
bids His children return unto Him and be forgiven.

The matter is like a king’s son who had become
wicked. Then the king sent the son’s tutor to the

son, and bade him “ come to himself.” But the

son said. With what face can I do so
;

I am ashamed
before thee. Then the father sent to him to say,

My son, can a son be ashamed to return to his

father ? If thou returnest, is it not to thy father

that thou returnest ? Similar passages abound,

and are too numerous to quote. For the Rabbis
the type of the worst sinner is Manasseh, for he
was both an idolater and a murderer. Yet the

book of Chronicles asserts that he repented, and
that his repentance was accepted. The Rabbis
enlarge upon this story, which was itself a legend.

The angels of the service shut all the windows of

heaven that the king’s prayer should not reach unto
God, and they said to God, May a man who set

up an idol in the Temple jrepent ? But God replied,

•If I do not accept his repentance, I should shut

the door upon the penitent. What did God do ?
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He bored a hole under the throne of His 'gloij,

and hearkened to Manasseh’s supplication. Another
version of the story is to the effect that God. bored
the hole on account of the Middah of justice. God
had, as it were, to plot a secret escape from His own
attribute of retribution 1 Love, whether human
or divine, will “ find a way ” for its own desired

end. Nevertheless, it cannot be said that the Rabbis
did not observe any ethical limitations. A good
deal of superstition tended to collect round the

Day of Atonement. It is needless to deal with

that here. But, on the whole, the Rabbis, burdened,

as they were, by such a sentence as Leviticus xvi. 30,
which, because it was in the Pentateuch, was
necessarily true, yet kept themselves and their

teaching commendably pure and high. Ritualistic

as they loved to be, and much as the words of

Scripture played into their hands if they were
inclined to the temptations of externalism, these

very men chose Isaiah Iviii, for the first prophetic

lesson on the Day of Atonement and the book of

Jonah for the second. They pointed out that God
forgave the Ninevites, not because of their fasting

and their sackcloth, but because they turned from
their evil ways. And they said in the Mishnah
itself, in the very code book itself, “ For him who
says I will sin and then repent, repentance will be

of no avail. For him who says, I will sin, and the

Day of Atonement will bring absolution, the Day
of Atonement will bring no absolution. The sins

of a man against God the Day of Atonement can

absolve, but the sins of a man against his neighbour

the Day of Atonement caijnot absolve, till he has

become reconciled with his neighbour.” They also,

distinguished between a repentance which was
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sincere ' from a repentance

throua^i|I^^^̂ ^Mii^%^t, or as the there conse-

qu^K OT siMfeffigi It was only the true repent-

which was assured of the divine acceptance,

doubtless, are far less solicitous about punish-

liphit than the Rabbis. There can be no divine

B
ishment after death which would not be for

redemption. To pray that we may be let off

^cipline and a purification is absurd, yet forgive-

’Ittess, in the sense of drawing near again to God,

t
i the sense of the bar which sin had fashioned

ctween us and Him being broken, has still a

spiritual and religious meaning. And, in that case,

the warnings of the Rabbis have still a sound and
valuable import for us all.

Can a man repent when he likes ? And is

repentance always efficacious, not in the sense of

bringing divine forgiveness, but in the sense that

it causes amendment and the conquest of sin ? To
these high questions it cannot be said, I think, that

the Rabbinic literature gives us any clear and de-

finite replies. It would appear as if Liberal Judaism
must largely find the answers itself, or develop them
out of earlier hints and adumbrations. It is taught

by the Rabbis, though, perhaps, the teaching is not

meant to be taken too literally, that for some sins

no repentance is possible. He who causes others

to sin is not permitted to repent. And again :

He who says, I will sin and repent, is not per-

mitted to repent. (This is in the Mishnah.) The
hardening of Pharaoh's heart is explained and
justified on the theory that after giving several

chances of repentance tq a man, God finally “ takes

away his heart,” so that even if he would repent, he
cannot, and he is punished for his sins. R. Pinchas
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said, He who is who% g^ven o\8er to his sins has

not the capacity to repeht. It w6wl4 tiftWH fairly

clear from these sayings that “ repentance '* to the
I^abbis meant operative repentance, that is, rcj>cnt-

ance which is genuine, and which is bound to issu^
in amendment. True contrition is implied, nof»A'^

mere wish. Repentance involves the power not to

sin when the occasion arises. Who is the true

penitent } asks the Talmud. He who has the

opportunity to do the same sin once or twice agai%
in the same environment, and who does it not.

It would be, I think, in accordance with their pre*

vailing doctrine to say that the Rabbis held that,

generally speaking, a man had the power to repent

effectually. It is very rarely too late to mend. It

is very rarely beyond man’s power. How far, how-
ever, are this very act of repentance, this very

turning of the heart to the light, this very contrition

of the soul, and this very amendment of deed,

themselves the work of God ? How' far are they

due to divine grace ? How far does God help man
to repent } The Rabbis do not envisage, or reply

to, these questions very clearly. One of the oldest

prayers in the liturgy includes a petition for repent-

ance. “ Cause us to return with a perfect repent-

ance before Thee.” Here there seems little doubt
that man asks God to help him to conquer sin. In

the endless panegyrics on repentance, however, the

usual note struck is that if man will but advance an

inch, God will move forward to meet him an ell.

Let but man begin his part ever so little, God will

do His part ever so much. He holds the door

wide open : His hand is stretched out. These
sayings and metaphors would appear to mean that

God is not only anxious to forgive (which is their
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main meaning), but that He stimulates or encourages

the penitent upon the first glimmer of repentance.

Further than this I do not think we can safely go.

There is a very odd passage at the end of the Midrash
on Lamentations in connection with the famous
vers^ “ Turn us back unto Thee, O Lord, and we
shall be turned: renew our days as of old,” Israel

•says to God : It is Thy business to bring us back.

Nay, God replies. It is your business to make the

beginning. And Israel rejoins (each party quoting
Scriptural verses). Not so, it is Thy business 1 So

' there the matter ends, and nothing is decided. But
He who, in Rabbinic phrase, “ gives a hand to

transgressors ” must in all probability have been
generally regarded as the God who helps to repent-

’ ance as to all other kinds of good.

There are things which we miss in the Rabbinic
teachings about God

;
there are questions which do

not seem to receive adequate treatment
; there are

others which are hardly dealt with at all
;
yet taken

all in all, the teachings are pure and sane, virile and
tender. On the whole, too, they are free from
superstition, for though the pictorialism and the

anthropomorphisms are carried to an extreme, yet,

somehow, the speakers seem always half conscious

that it is all metaphor or symbol : a human way of
talking, and we can talk of God in no other way.
Moreover, the Rabbis keep nothing back

;
one sees

them in undress, just as they were, with all their

virtues and with all their faults, with all their strength

and with all their weakness. If their prejudices and
passions are their own, so is their love for God and
for His service. The on§ is as unaffectedly genuine'

as the other. And if God, in His nearness and
reality, was sometimes too over-personalised for our
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modern taste, too crudely conceived as a distinct

and separate * individual," yet we have also to

remember how the defect was part of the quality.

The crudeness and excess of personality are the

obverse of the nearness and the reality. Again, all

the work of God is done by God Himself. And all

His influence comes direct from Him. The Rabbis

(at a certain price) did successfully achieve the great

problem of finding God near without the need of

mediation (except the mediation, if it can be called

such, of the Law) and without impairing the Unity.

God, they say, is unlike a human being who acts

through ministers and deputies : He has none of

these
;
no other accomplishes His work

;
He does

it alone
;
no other shares with Him the burden

;
He

carries it alone. It was said to the priests. Thus
shall ye bless the children of Israel, but it is really

not the priests who bless, but God. The Israelites

say. Why didst Thou order the priests to bless us ?

We want Thy blessings only. And God replies. It

is I who stand by the priests and bless you. There
is no magic about it, and, we might almost say, no
sacrament. So, too, with all the other rites of the

Law, as, for instance, with the water of purification.

It is not the water which purifies : it is God who
purifies and assoils. Happy are ye, O Israelites,

exclaims a Rabbi. Remember before whom you
seek purification and who gives it to you. It is

your father who is in heaven.

The Rabbis believed in one God for all the

world: nevertheless, this one God was not, it must
be confessed, an impartial God. He was still the

God of Israel in a special sense, a God who loved

Israel nlore than He loved every other race and
nation. So too : as there is one humanity, so there
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is one God, but though humanity is one, Israel

occupies in humanity a special and peculiar place.

And when the Rabbis speak of the divine love for

man, they often mean only His love for the Israelite,

and when they speak of the value of each individual

soul, they often mean the value of every individual

Israelite. Yet not always. When the contrast be-

tween Israel and his foes, or between Israel and the

other nations in the world, was not brought to, and
did hot consciously arise in, their minds, they could

sometimes say fine things, and mean them, about

man as man, and sometimes they could say, and
.intend, fine things about the whole human race,

over and above the people of Israel. Beloved is

man, said R. Akiba, because he was created in

the image of God. Here man in general is dis-

tinguished from Israel in particular, for Israel is

dealt with in the next adage. He who saves the

life of one human being, it is reckoned as if he
had preserved the whole world, for one human life

weighs equally with the whole creation. Love
men, says Hillel, and bring them nigh to the

Law. The Rabbis had a genuine sense of the

unity of the human race. When Akiba said that

the greatest principle or utterance in the Law was
the injunction, “ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as

thyself,” he was certainly not consciously limiting

the meaning of ” neighbour ” to Israelite, whatever
may have been the signification of the word to the

original author of the commandment. In fact it is

pretty clear that he consciously meant to include all

men, for otherwise the reply of Ben Azai would have
less point. That Rabbi declared that the words,
“ These are the generations of Adam,” constituted

the greatest principle or utterance in the Law, not.
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as we may assume, because he did not believe that

love of neighbour was the summing up of all the

Law’s injunctions, but because he did, and because

he found in the passage from Genesis a proof of the

unity of the human race, or, as we should say, the

brotherhood of man, and found in that very unity

the basis for universal love. One must love men
and not hate them. Because the men of the genera-

tion of the di^dsion of tongues loved one another,

God would not destroy them
;
He only dispersed

them. But the men of Sodom hated one another

;

therefore God destroyed them. Occasionally the

Rabbinic sense of the unity of mankind comes very

oddly to light. Thus one Rabbi says that rain is

equal to, or greater than, the resurrection of the

dead, for the latter only applies to men, the former

also to beasts ;
the latter only to Israel, the former

to all the nations of the world ! Here the most
awful particularism is associated in strangest fashion

with a different and gentler feeling. A heathen

asked a Rabbi, We both have festivals, but when
you rejoice, we do not, and when we rejoice, you
do not. When do we all rejoice together } When
it rains, was the answer, quoting the last verse of

Psalm Ixv. and the first of Ixvi., for it does not say.

Rejoice before God, O Israel, but :
“ Rejoice before

Him all the earth.” When rain falls all are equal,

and all the nations worship God (Psalm Ixxxvi. 9),

Rain is greater than the giving of the Law, for the

Law was only a joy to the Israelites, but rain is a

joy for all the world, and for the animals as well as

for men. To these old Rabbis the universe was

very small, and the number gf animated and spiritual

beings was kpown and limited. Besides God there

were angels and demons, and besides these there was
z
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only man. And man occupied a peculiar and special

position. The righteous man is conceived to stand

almost above the angels. It is stated: If riian is

worthy, they say to him, Thou didst precede the

angels of the service in the order of creation
;

if he.

is not, they say to him. The fly, the gnat, and the

worm were created before thee. A dispute arise^

in heaven when God announces to the angels that

He. is about to create a man in His own image.

The angels asked. What is his nature ? God
answered, Righteous men will issue from him.

But He did not reveal to them that sinners would
also issue from him, for had He done so, the Middah
of justice would not have permitted man’s creation.

The angels were divided. Some were for, othem
against, the creation of man. Love said, Let him
be created, for he will do loving deeds. Truth said,

Let him not be created, for he will be deceitful.

Beneficence said. Let him be created, for he will

do charitable acts. Peace said. Let him not be

created, for he will cause strife. What did God do ?

He took Truth, and threw her on to the earth

(Dan. viii. 12). The angels said. How dost thou

despise honoured Truth 1 Let truth arise from

the earth (Psalm Ixxxv. 12). (In passages such as

these one can never be quite clear whether the

thought suggested the story, and the story sought,

and found its Biblical proofs, or whether the Biblical

passages suggested the whole thing, story, idea, and
all. In the latter case the thought would be less

deep and less fixed.) While the angels were thus

disputing, God created man, and He said. Why dp'

you wrangle, man has Already been created !

The constitution of man seems to have been

something of a puzzle to the Rabbis ;
they hardly



Ill RABBINIC LITERATURE 33^

ffcach any systematic view of it, nor are their various

sayings of any great utility to us to-day. They are

convinced, even as we might be, that man stands

half-way between the divine and the animal. In

their language he is partly made from the upper
creatures and partly from the lower. Or, again,

he is a combination of body and soul. Why does

'he sin ? One gets no clear reply. Apparently it

was in Adam’s power to have refrained from sin,

but it was yet according to his constitution that he
did sin. The “ fall ” is far less important to the

Rabbis than it was for Paul. Doubtless with

Adam’s “ fall,” a tendency to sin became a regular

part of human nature, but it is not implied that this

tendency is a sort of inherited curse.^ The tales

about Adam and his sin and his fall and its effect

are just tales, which have no dogmatic value, and
were hardly thought about very often. Man’s
constitution was man’s constitution ; it was taken

for granted
;

so it was, and so it would be, at least

till the Messiah or till the resurrection. The origin

of it was little worried about, and when it was
discussed, the tales that were told had little signifi-

cance. The evil “ Yetzer,” or inclination, was a

painful and evident fact. Hdw far it came through
Adam, and how far it was the effect of his sin,

were problems that do not seem to have greatly

worried the minds of the Rabbis. One finds

casual utterances, which clearly reflect current

legends, spoken as if they were or no great import-
ance, and were just casually said without any great

stress being laid upon them. Thus two or three
•

> Dr. Abrahams writes :
“ So far as the Rabbis did at express themselves

in this sense, it was with regard to the Golden Calf, the siz) which was supposed

to hive left a permanent evil trace. See Jcvi. 585.**
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times we fead : When the serpent had intercourse

with Eve, he put into her a pollution (literally

a dirt) [which continued in her descendants].

When the Israelites stood before Mount Sinai (and

received the Law), this pollution left them. But

the nations, who did not stand before Sinai, it did

not leave (i.e. they have it still). How about the>

Proselytes, said one Rabbi to another. Though
they were not at Sinai, was the reply, their genius

(or guiding star) was there. Some of us might,

perhaps, say that in the lack of interest which the

Rabbis appear to take in the problem of “ original

sin,” or in the relation of human sinfulness to the

disobedience of Adam and Eve, they show their

common sense and, to some extent, their modernity.

They are very emphatic that the soul which the

body receives is pure. A very old prayer, which
is recited daily by orthodox Jews, begins :

“ The
soul which Thou hast given me is pure.” It is

also said : As the soul was given thee, so restore

it. It was given thee pure : give it back pure.

The relation between soul and body is constantly

compared to the relation between Gk>d and the

world. It “ fills ” the body, as God “ fills the

world. It “ carries ” the body, as God “ carries
”

the world. It survives the body
; God survives

the world ; it sees and is invisible
;
God sees

and is invisible
;

it is pure within the body, and
God is pure in the world ; it never sleeps within

the body, and God neither sleeps nor slu^abers.

If the soul is thus pure, why does it sin ?. Is it

contaminated by the body.^ Is sin the sheer fault

of the body The Rabbis do not assert this,

although they use the contrast between the divine

King, and a king of flesh and blood, as if the failings
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of the latter were due to these. But the famous
and often-quoted parable of the blind man and thtf

lame seems to show that they felt that sin was
somehow due to the combination of body and soul.

Body accuses soul, and soul accuses body
; neither

could have sinned alone, any more than either the

4ame man or the blind could alone have stolen the

fruit. And God (at the resurrection) judges soul

and body together. He fetches the soul and puts

it once more within the body, and judges the two
together.

The word Yetzer, which literally means form,

occurs already in the Old Testament. In Isaiah

it is used in its primary sense. “ Shall the thing

framed say of him that framed it, He has no under-

standing }
" The “ thing framed ” in the Hebrew

is Yetzer. In Habakkuk it refers to an idol (“ the

maker of his work trusts in it ” : the “ work ” in

Hebrew is Yetzer). In Psalm ciii. 14 Yetzer is

used to signify the form or frame of man as made
of dust. But it is also several times used meta-

phorically to mean “ what is framed in the mind,”

imagination, device, purpose. So in the famous

(and old) passages. Genesis vi. 5, viii. 2 1 . So, too, in

Deut. xxxi. 21, and then again in i Chron. xxviii. 9,

xxix. 19. It is this metaphorical use which was

develcyped by the Rabbis. They spoke of a good
inclination and tendency of the heart (which to them
was also the seat of the mind) and, more frequently,

of an evil inclination and tendency, and their

doctrine of the Yetzer is undoubtedly one of their

most original bits of development beyond the Old

Testament. It has also some value, as well as a

f
ood deal of interest, even for us to-day. The evil

'etzer is more especially connected with sins of
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sensuality, and many are the stories which are told

of its power and its artifice. Though at first it is

as thin as a spider’s web, it ends—^if yielded to—

-

by becoming as thick as a cart-rope. Let none
think of it too lightly. Starve it, and it is satisfied

(i.e. its solicitations cease to plague)
;

satisfy it,

and it is hungry (i.e. the more you yield, the greater

the desire). To-day the Yetzer says to a man.
Go and do this (i,e. a small sin), and to-morrow it

says, Go and do that (a little bigger sin)
;

till at

last it says to him. Go and worship idols. The
proud and conceited man is the Yetzer’s natural

prey. He who yields to the Yetzer in his youth
will grieve over its power in his older manhood.
If a man is long enough addicted to a sin, that

sin will seem at last almost allowable to him. At
first the solicitations and temptations of the Yetzer
come occasionally, like a traveller or passing guest

;

but if a man yields to its bidding, the Yetzer
becomes a permanent resident in the house and the

master of it. The Yetzer is sometimes spoken of

as if it were an outside power, and sometimes as if it

were Satan. But these personifications are more
than half playful. It is not probable that the

Rabbis really or habitually believed that there was
any outside, living, self-conscious power in the

world which was the constant author of human sin.

Though they spoke now and then of Satan, he had
clearly no great place in thdr religion or their

theology
;

sin was something not external, but
internal : and, indeed, that is the fine part of their

teaching that they believe in an external power of
helping goodness, but do mt believe (in anything
like the same way) in an'external power of seducing
sin. Man’s freedom to sin is not aided and
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strengthened by a devil : his freedom to goodness

is aided and strengthened by God. That is good
doctrine and sound even for us to-day

How is man to conquer the evil in his heart

;

how is he to subdue the evil inclination ? The
answer is by prayer and by the Law. God has

created the evil Yetzer, but He created and gave

the Law as its remedy. It is like a father who
smote his son, and then put a plaster on the wound,

and said. As long as the plaster is on your wound,

you may eat and drink what you please
;
you may

wash in warm water or in cold, and need have no

fear. So God says to the Israelites, If you occupy

yourselves with the Law, you will not be delivered

into the power of the Yetzer, but if you neglect

the Law, you will fall into its hand. When you
are tempted by the Yetzer, enter the house of study,

and open the Law. For us to-day we must translate

the advice : when tempted by sin, oppose to evil

desires good. Remind yourself of your highest

ideals and noblest interests, and occupy your mind
with these ; do something in accordance with

them. Bad coin, say the economists, drives out

good, but good thoughts, the Rabbis held, drive

out bad. It is no unsound psychology. It is

quite characteristic of the Rabbis that while, on

the pne hand, they emphasise human responsibility,

free will, and power (“ if you will, you can rule

over the Yetzer,” an often-repeated saying, based

on Gen. iv. 7), on the other hand they assert that

its power is so great that man can only overcome

the Yetzer by the help of God. The evil Yetzer

seeks constantly to get the upper hand over man
and to kill him, and if (xod did npt help him he

could not resist it. Prayers for divine help against
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the Yetzer find a prominent and early place in the

daily liturgy. “ Let not the evil Yetzer rule in

me. Subdue my Yetzer to submit itself unto
Thee.” Let me cling to the good Yetzer. That
God created the evil Yetzer is often stated, and
that it is very evil is no less strongly asserted.

Bad, indeed, is the dough which even its creator

calls bad (alluding to Psalm ciii. 14). A Rabbi
was wont to pray. It is known before Thee, O God,
that it is our will to do Thy will

;
but what hinders ?

The leaven that is in the dough, and the servitude

of the kingdoms. Sometimes God is represented

as repenting that He had created the Yetzer. On
the other hand, there are passages which indicate

that the evil Yetzer is, as it were, connected with

instincts and passions that are vital to man’s exist-

ence. The Yetzer as lust is yet only a perversion

of the instinct which makes for and conditions

man’s continuance upon the earth. Hence one
must not destroy the Yetzer, but tame it and sanctify

it, and make it the servant of good. This is a

profound idea, capable of much modern application.

The evil Yetzer is like iron, from which, if it be
cast into the fire, all sorts of useful implements can

be made. The evil Yetzer can be made useful

and friendly by the words of the Law. A man
has two cows, one good for ploughing, one not.

If he wants the second to plough also, he puts the

yoke on both
;

join the evil Yetzer to the good,
and so turn it whither you will. So David prayed,
“ Unite [the double Yetzer of] my heart to fear

Thy name” (Psalm Ixxxvi. ii). And by subtle

exegesis, the evil Yetzer is even declared to be
“ very good,” for without it no man would build a

house, marry, beget children, or engage in business.
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Then, too, we have the saying (with its thoroughly
oriental collocation) : Yetzer, child and woman
are to be rejected with the left hand and drawn
near with the right. And the Mishnah itself lays

it down that to love God with all thy heart means to

love Him with both the Yetzers, the evil one as

well as the good one. In other words, the entire

constitution of man is to be used in the service,

and in the love, of the Highest. This seems to me
a finer doctrine than the cutting off of hand or

cutting out of eye. It is interesting, too, to note

that, with true insight into human nature, it is

recognised that the bigger the man, the bigger may
be his temptation. The evil Yetzer cast its eyes

upon the first temple and destroyed it, and killed

all the Rabbis within it
;

it cast its eyes upon the

second temple and destroyed it, and killed all the

Rabbis within it
;

it leaves the nations of the world

and incites the Israelites, but it incites the Rabbis
most of all. A very queer story is then told of

R. Abaje. He once heard a man say to a woman,
We will go early upon the way. Then he said to

himself, I will go and prevent them from sinning.

So he went and followed them on the pasture three

parasangs. When they parted from one another,

he heard them say. The road is long, company
would be pleasant. (Apparently they went together

without any evil intention, and parted without sin.)

Then Abaje said to himself. If it had been my
enemy (i.e. if this temptation, the solicitation of

the Yetzer, had occurred to me), I should not have

been able to subdue him. Then he went and
clung to the bolt of th^ door and grieved, till

an old man came and taught him. He who is

greater than his neighbour, his Yetzer is also
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greater. “ The greater the man, the harder his

mwal Struggles.” ^

The Rabbis have no theory about grace and sin.

“They did not grapple in a fundamental, philo-

sophical way with the difficulty involved in the

goodness (and omnipotence) of God and the evil

disposition of man as God made him.” ® On the

whole, I would not only not blame them for not

solving a problem which no one has solved, but I

would even venture to urge that their inconsistent

suggestions and fancies as to man’s responsibility

and God’s goodness, as to man’s power over tempta-

tion and the help rendered by God to man in

the conquest of sin, are of more present-day value

and use to us than any hard-and-fast dogmatic

system. Up to a certain point we are able to

control our desires and our acts : yet this very

control is partly the grace and gift of God
;
beyond

this point there is again the grace of God. It is

not the recognition of the moral law which creates

and increases the desire to sin. On the contrary.

It is the recognition of the ideal, its attractive power,
and its adorableness, which help us to resist sin,

and drive out the evil temptation from our minds
and hearts. The thought of the Law ($,€. the Good)
expels the thought of evil. On the other hand,
one finds occasionally the conception that the evil

desire is due to, or is at least aroused by, the

existence of the prohibition. (“ The Law is the

strength of sin.”) The Yetzer ha-Ra only desires

what is forbidden. Thus R. Mena went once on
the Day of Atonement to visit R. Haggai, who was

1 Porter, “The Yetrer Hara,“ in Tale Biblical and Semitic Studies (1901},

pp. II7.IZ3.
• Porter, o/>» eit. p. 1 17.
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ill. R. Haggai said to him, I thirst. You msijr

drink, said R. Mena. He left him and returned

again after a while. How about your thirst, said

he. Directly you allowed me to drink, the desire

left me, was the reply. ^

On the whole, the Rabbinic conception of God’s

relation to man, when the idolater and the enemies

of Israel and the heretics are not concerned, is

thoroughly ethical, and, upon the whole, it keeps to,

and to some extent co-ordinates, the highest ideas of

the Old Testament. It needed some courage in

the Rabbis, one would think, to explain away, as

some were bold enough to do, the “ visiting ” theory

of the Second Commandment, and make it consistent

with the doctrine of Ezekiel in his famous i8th

chapter. Yet the words of the Second Command-
ment were interpreted to mean that God only
“ visits ” the sins of the fathers upon the children

when the children imitate their father’s sins—an in-

terpretation which obviously flies in the face of the

plain meaning of the passage. Ethical too, upon
the whole, is the Rabbinic view of the relation of

man to God. And not merely ethical, but spiritual.

Here, too, it may be said that the Rabbis made some
advance upon the Old Testament. They reflected

upon what they found, and sometimes even ventured

to say that one relation was higher than the other.

I have already indicated that the “ subject ” relation

—man the servant, God the king—^was not regarded

as inconsistent with, or even necessarily as lower

than, the “ child ” relation—man the son, God the

father. But the feeling of love was very definitely

regarded as higher than the feeling of fear, and the

service of love as higher than the service of fear.

Yet fear or reverence was not ruled out altogether.
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Through fear one was to reach love ; there was a

right rear which did not prevent love, and could

continue with it. Love and fear God. Tremble
and rejoice in the fulfilment of the commandments,
said R. Jehudah b. Tema. Execute, so it was
said, the divine injunctions in love and in fear. If

ever thou shouldest be inclined to hate any law, know
that thou art a lover, and no lover hates

;
if thou

shouldest be inclined to despise any law, know that

thou fearest, and no fearer can despise. Abraham,
who served God from love, was esteemed higher

than Job who served Him from fear, though it was
also pointed out that Abraham not only loved God,
but also feared Him, and that Job not only feared

God, but also loved Him. It is definitely stated that

the highest of the seven classes of Pharisees was
formed by those who served God from love. That
the service of God, whether in fear or in love, was for

the Rabbis a service ofjoy is indubitable.
,

Naively keen as was the Rabbinic desire for

reward, it was yet realised that man has no real

claim upon God. In the final resort all that man
receives from God is an act of grace. The creature

has nothing over against his Creator, for Moses,
the greatest of the prophets, could only come to

God with supplications. God said to Moses, Upon
him who puts something in My hand I will have
mercy with the attribute of mercy; to him who puts

nothing in My hand I will be gracious with a free

gift. Not even Abraham, Isaac, or Jacob could

gp unpunished, if God dwilt with them as in a court

of law. All need the loving-kindness of God, even
Abraham. And repentance, as has been already

observed, may entirely upset the literal application

of measure for measure. The sinner of a lifetime
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may be pardoned because of the intense repentance

of an hour, more especially if this repentance is

followed by death. Hence the saying sometimes

uttered in a half-playful, and sometimes in a half-

perplexed and complaining tone : There are those <1

who (hardly) acquire the world to come in years upon
years ; there are some who acquire it in an hour.

A main expression of man’s relation to God is

prayer, and while there is much in the Rabbinic

utterances about prayer which no longer appeals to

us, much remains which has a permanent value.

In spite of a mass of ordinances and casuistical

discussions about the hours of daily prayer, about

the public services in the synagogues, and so on, it

is remarkable how well the Rabbis realised, and how
often they emphasised, the need for prayer being

spontaneous and sincere. It must be not a burden,

but a true “ service of the heart.” It must include

both praise and supplication. It must not be selfish,

it must be public in the best sense of the word

—

prayer, that is, for the community—as well as private.

It can be cither short or long, according to circum-

stance or need
;

in synagogue or at home, on a

journey or in bed, there are few occasions when
prayer is out of place. What is the service which
is done with the heart ? That is prayer. It is this

service which God demands and cares for. If your

heart is given to your prayer, you may be sure that

God hears it. But let a man purify his heart before

he prays. God says to Israel, Pray in your syn-

agogues, or if you cannot, then in your field, apd
if you cannot there, then in your house, and if you

cannot there, then in yopr bed, and if you cannot

there, then meditate in your heart. Yet it is

recognised that some excuses are invalid. A man
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will work at his business all day long without being

weary, but if his friend says to him, Come and pray,

he replies, I am too tired. Famous is the sentence

in the Mishnah : R. Eliezer said. If a man makes
' his prayer a fixed task, his prayer is not a supplica-

tion (i.e. not a true prayer). Four explanations

are given in the Gemarah of the word translated “ a

fixed task.” Two of them are rather feeble and
valueless, but two are good and suggestive. A prayer

which is a burden to the supplicant. A prayer

to which the supplicant is not able to add some-
thing new. A man must not say his prayers as if

he were reading a legal document. The Rabbis
invented a word, which played a considerable part in

the later literature, for the proper attitude of mind
during prayer. It is Kawanah—the right direction

of the heart or the mind. He who prays must
direct his heart to heaven. In spite of the fact

that, with the inveterate tendency of the Rabbis to

play the legal casuist about everything, Kawanah
itself becomes drawn into the sphere of casuistry as

regards the particular portions of the statutory

prayers to which it legally applies, it may, neverthe-

less, be maintained that the doctrine of Kawanah
was, upon the whole, kept sweet and clean, while

that we can use it now for our own profit, removing
it wholly from the field of casuistry, is obvious.

The Mishnah tells us that the pious men of old

used to wait an hour, and only then say the statutory

prayer in order to direct their heart to their Father in

heaven. In the Jerusalem Talmud it is said that

they “ collected themselves ” for an hour, then

prayed for an hour, and then were again “ collected.”

But how, then, it is asked, did they find time for

study and for their avocations The blessing of
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God Was upon them is the reply ! ^ While R.
Chaninah b. Dosa was praying, a serpent bit him, but
he did not interrupt his prayer. When his disciples

asked him whether he had not felt the bite, he replied.

My heart was so concentrated on my prayer that I

felt nothing. One must not, it is said, stand up and
say the “ Tefillah ” from the midst of sorrow, idle-

ness, jocularity, levity, or idle chatter, but only from

the midst of “ the joy of the commandments.” The
emphasis on joy is remarkable. In their stress on
Kawanah the Rabbis go so far as to say about all

“ performance ”
: It matters not whether one does

much or little, if only the heart is directed to heaven.

Prayer is sometimes exalted over charity, and it is

sometimes declared to be greater than sacrifices. It

is not true that the Rabbis measured the excellence

of prayers by their length. Some of the prayers

quoted as being often on the lips of particular Rabbis

are models of conciseness. Some of them, more-
over, are of much beauty. “ Do Thy will, O God,
in heaven above. Grant tranquillity of spirit to

those who fear Thee below, and do that which is

good in Thy sight. Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who
hearkenest to prayer.” (This might be said in a

place of danger.) ” May it be Thy will, O Lord
our God, to place us in a cox-ncr of light and not in

a corner of darkness
;
and may our heart grow not

faint nor our eyes dim.” Again; “ May it be Thy
will, O Lord our God, to grant us long life, a life of

peace, a life of good, a life of blessing, a life of

sustenance, a life of bodily vigour, a life marked by
the fear of sin, a life free from shame and reproach, a

life of prosperity and hono,ur, a life in which the love

^ The word translated “hotir,” as used in the original tradition, may hav©

only meant a short space of time. See BOchler, Somt p. lo/y 2.
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of Torah and the fear of heaven shall cleave to us,

a life wherein Thou fulfillest all the desires of our

heart for good ” (very characteristic). Or this :

“ May it be Thy will, O Lord our God and the God
of our fathers, that our hearts cherish no hatred or

envy against any, and that none may feel hatred or

envy against us, and may Thy Law be our labour all

the days of our lives, and may our words be as

supplications before Thee.” To this another Rabbi
added: “And unite our hearts to fear Thy name,
and keep us far from all which Thou hatest, and
draw us nigh to all which Thou lovest, and deal with

us charitably for Thy name’s sake.” Another
prayed ;

“ May it please Thee, O Lord our God, to

put it in our heart to accomplish a perfect repentance

before Thee that we stand not ashamed before our
ancestors in the world to come.” And another thus

:

“ May it be Thy will, O Lord our God, to break the

yoke of the evil Yetzer within our hearts. For Thou
hast formed us to do Thy will, and we are bound to

do Thy will. Thou desirest it, and we desire it.

What prevents us ? The dough in the leaven.

Thou knowest that we have not the strength to

resist it. May it therefore be Thy will to make it

to cease from us and to quell it. Then shall we do
Thy will as our will with a perfect heart.” Such
prayers as these were usually spoken at the end of the

statutory prayer which, in the Rabbinic period, was of

no very great length. It is true that one Rabbi said,

Who prolongs his prayer, his prayer will not return

empty. But it was agreed that in such cases the

prayer must be spontaneous, for whoever lengthens

his prayer with calculation will be disappointed.

Rab said, A man’s words should always be few
before God. Elsewhere it is said, The prayer of
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righteous is short In circumstances of danger
a very short' prayer could be substituted for the

statutory “ eighteen or nineteen benedictions.” One
form of it ran thus :

“ The needs of Thy people,

Isra<^,.are many ;
their knowledge is small. May it

please T*hee, O Lord our God, to give what is needful

to all, and to give to each what he is in want of.

Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who hearest the voice of

my supplication and hearkenest to prayer.” Though
it was agreed that the praise of God should precede

all prayer for personal needs, the Rabbis did not

scruple to laugh at those who attempted to praise

God immoderately. A certain man prayed aloud in

synagogue in the presence of R. Hanina, and used

some ten adjectives in God’s praise. The Rabbi
waited until he had done, and then said. Have you
exhausted all the praises of God ? If a man, it is

said, praise God immoderately, he will be driven

from the world. God needs no flattery. He may
be compared to a pearl ; the more you praise it, the

more you cheapen it. More generally it is said,

A man’s words should be few before the Holy
One. Yet there is a time for long prayers, as there

is a time for short. It happened that a disciple

who came before the ark in the presence of R.
Eliezer unduly prolonged the prayers. His disciples

said to Eliezer, Master, what a prolonger the man
is. He replied. Did he prolong more than Moses
(referring to the forty days and nights of prayer).

Another disciple unduly shortened the prayers.

When the disciples said. How he shortens, Eliezer

retorted. Did he shorten mofe than Moses, who
prayed for Miriam, ” Heal her now, O God, I

beseech Thee.”
' With their intense belief in the actuality of the

2 A
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divine rule and presence, it is no wonder that the

Rabbis had a high sense of the 'dignity of prayer.

Serve God with all your heart. This service of

the heart is prayer. He who prays must think &s if

the Shechinah stood over against him. Aud if man
must remember before whom, and in whose presence

he prays, God, as the Rabbis believed, meets man
more than half-way. For the prayer of the righteous

(as of the repentant) is a delight to Him. He yearns

to rfeceive it. Prayer from righteous lips turns the

attribute of justice into the attribute of mercy.

When the Israelites study the Law and praise God
in their synagogues, they sit, and the Shechinah

stands. God leaps from synagogue to synagogue to

receive their praise. The angel who is set pver

prayer takes the prayers which have been prayed in

the various synagogues, and makes wreaths of them,

and places them upon the head of God. Prayer

replaces the sacrifices ; it is the substitution * for

the sin-offering, but the substitute is greater,

the original. Prayer unites the individual witfitHhe

community. Hence a man should always offer the

public prayer, as well as praise, to God before he
prays for his own needs.

So far as the distinction between material and
spiritual needs is concerned, we must not expect

such refinements from the Rabbis. They were np

,

more troubled by considerations about laws of
nature than Jesus or the Prophets. Whatever the

child needed, he might fitly ask from his father.

Whether the request was high or low, materi^ or

spiritual, it was not criticised from the metaphj^bal
point of view. Yet ethically, a prayer for'.‘'wealth

was as much lower than a prayer for msdom to the

Rabbis as to the authors of Proverbs. Therl was
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no circumstance, there was no situatiott iri life,

whether exceptional or recurrent, which did not

seen? to the Rabbis to be suitable for prayer, and
som^ df the prayers which are given as specimens,

or asirn^es, in the Talmudic tractate Berachoth, seeitt

very strange to our modern taste. To pray in bed
before going to sleep seems legitimate and proper

enough, and the suggested prayer is both suitable

and beautiful. “ Blessed art Thou, O Lord my God,

king of the universe, who makest the bands of

sleep to fall upon my eyes, and slumber upon mine
eyelids, and givest light to the apple of the eye.

May it be Thy will, O Lord my God, to suffer me
to lie down in peace, and place my portion in Thy
Law ;

and do Thou accustom me to the performance

of the commandments and not to transgression ; and

bring me not into the power of sin, iniquity, tempta-

tion or contempt; and let the good inclination have
dominion of me, and not the evil inclination

;
and

dfliThou deliver me from evil occurrences and sore

diseases
;
and let not evil dreams and lustful thoughts

trouble me ;
and let my bed be perfect before Thee,

and give light to mine eyes lest I sleep the sleep of

death. Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who givest light

to the whole world in Thy glory.” But a prayer to

be ssdd before entering and leaving the place where
daily patural functions are discharged seems much
more strange. The entering prayer is all the odder^

because (very exceptionally) it is addressed not to

God, but to angels. “ Be honoured, ye honoured
and> lioly beings, who minister to the Most High.

to the God of Israel ; leave me while I

enter, and do my will, then, shall I come unto you.”

(3^ again :
” Guard me, help me, support me, wait

for me until I enter and come out, for such is the
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way of huttan beings.” The prayer on Ipavingf is

finer :
“ Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who hast formed

man in wisdom, and created in him many orifices

and vessels. It is revealed and known before the

throne of Thy glory, that if one of these be ^opened,

or one of those be closed, it would be imposrible

to exist and to stand before Thee. Blessed art Thou,
O Lord, who healest all flesh and doest wondrously.” ^

There is an appropriate blessing for every act, from

leaving one’s bed in the morning to getting back to

it again at night. Not least important is it to pray

before food. Whoever eats and drinks, and after-

wards offers his prayers, has put himself before God.
He first exalts himself, and only then receives upon
himself the kingdom of heaven. And if, in all

circumstances, God is to be thought of and prayed

to, the ” all ” is to include events of sadness and
calamity as well as events of joy, for whatever

measures God metes out to you, do you return Him
thanks (there is a play upon words in the Hebrew).
If for good tidings one is to say. Blessed art Tliou,

O Lord, king of the universe, who art good and
dispensest good, for evil tidings one is no less to

bless God in the brief words. Blessed be the true

judge. In the same way the old Rabbinic term
for submission under sorrow is to accept the right-

. ness of the judgement.

^ Dr. Abrahams writes i
“ It is worth mentioning that this ‘ finer * prayer,

unlike the former one, has maintainetl its place as a regular rite. This is an
illustration of the wider use of the general as opposed to the individual Rabbinic
utterances. For one orthodox Jew who has ever heard of the * entering ’ prayer,

a thousand know and habitually, use the prayer on departing.*' It is recorded

that Hillel regarded going to the lavatory as a religious duty (a Mitaivah), as it

was done to prevent the body from being spoiled. It was the body, according

to Dr, Btichler, and not the soul w'hiqh he referred to when he said that he was
created in the image of God, and that it was therefore a religious duty to keep
it clean, so that to take a bath was also a Mitzvah (Btlchler, Soiw Tjifies tf
ywmik-PaUstmian fietyfnm 70 £.c* to AJD. 70, p. I9)*
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’ It is, however, very difficult in the Rabbinic
religion to separate general reflections apd ideas

about the relation of man to God from the specisd

conceptions about Israel and the Law. In one point

about ^ich we hear a good deal in Christian boola
this difficulty makes itself particularly felt. Did
the Rabbis recognise, as we are so often told in

Christian books that Jesus recognised, the immense
and “ absolute ” worth of every individual soul ?

Certain it is that within the community of Israel

the old collective idea had been entirely overcome.

Israel was still, the Rabbis held, a religious unit in

the eyes of God. But the individual Israelite was
a unit none the less. One righteous man or one
Israelite is worth the whole creation, say the Rabbis,

in their picturesque language. By such a statement

do they mean something much less than the “ abso-

lute ” worth of every human soul ? They seem to

pass without much trouble from the Israelite to the

man. A passage in the Abot of R. Nathan is

significant. Everybody who fulfils one command
or keeps one Sabbath, and every one who has kept
alive one soul in Israel, the Scripture reckons it to

him as if he had kept alive the whole world, and he
who commits one sin, or profanes one Sabbath, or
destroys one soul in Israel, the Scripture regards it

of him as if he had destroyed the whole world.
Then follows the usual Biblical proof taken from
the story of Cain and Abel. And then it is said,

Hence thou mayest learn that one man (quite

generally, not one Israelite) is worth as much as

(literally, weighs as much as) the entire universe.

R. Nehemiah said, How 4° I know that one man
is worth the whole universe ? A further Biblical

“proof” is then alleged. An odd passage in the
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Mishnah declares that every one is to consider,. |n(i

to say, For my sake was the whole world created.

In other passages the emphasis is laid on ifthe

righteous. R. Eleazar said, For the saice pf one
righteous man the whole world was created. One
righteous man, said another Rabbi, “ weighs ” as

much as the whole world. It can hardly be-.said,

. in the face of these citations, that the Rabbis did hot

know the value of the individual human soul, or that

they reckoned its worth too low. Yet it was not un*-

natural that primarily “ man ” meant to them what
the term means to us, their own selves, their oS^n

fellows, their own society, environment, people.

And they were Israelites, whose relation to God was
dominated by that fact, and by the Law which con-

trolled and coloured the whole of their lives. They
did not distinguish what they felt as men from wha^
they felt as Israelites or Jews. The relationship vfks

a single and a complete whole
;
they did not think’

about God, first as men, and then as Israelites, but
simply as Israelites, who were men. How far we
can use the emotions and thoughts which were
appropriate and natural to them is another matter.

Israel, to the modern as to the older Jew, is still in

a peculiar sense a witness to God, and thus we may
fitly use some of the ancient terms. Yet in other

cases we may recognise these thoughts as beautiful

and gracious, we may appreciate the intimacy of the

relation which they inaicate between the Rabbis
and God, but we may not be able to adopt them for

ourselves, just because the particularistic beliefs upon
which they rest are for us impossible. It is always
a question of translation,: how far can “ man ” be
substituted for “ Israel ” ? This substitution may
be sometimes practicable and sometimes not, and
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(the matter is further complicated by the Law. Fo^
het'e, too, We hkve conceptions which we cah no
longer share, and though sometimes the Law msty

be idealised into the moral law or into duty, such

an idealisation is often unworkable. Sometimes,

thereftn-e, one has regretfully to acknowledge that

the very strength and beauty of the Rabbinic re-

ligion, resting as they do upon ideas which can

be neither accepted nor reinterpreted, have to be

just admired, but cannot be imitated. We have to

seek a new strength and beauty of our own. It is

not easy for our particula*' purpose to know how to

proceed in this subject. Passages that are beautiful

in themselves may yet be hardly available. For

though they show, in some respects, an advance, they

yet show, in other respects, a retrogression. They
reveal a passion and an intimacy in their conception

of God which seem to betoken an advance, but they

depend on an intense particularism which can only

be regarded as a retrogression. Nevertheless, it

cannot be said that the passion and the intimacy are

impure, except when they lead on to, or become
connected with, a comparison between Israel’s rela-

tion to God and God’s relation to the nations of the

world. When, as constantly seems to happen, the

vision is restricted to Israel and God, the close and
intense love of God for Israel and of Israel for God
seems to bring no moral injury either to God or

Israel. It appears to make God more near, but not

less pure, and to make Israel more passionate in

love, but not in vindictiveness. There might, I

suppose, be a parallel in tKe relation of Roman
Catibolics to Christ and t^ God. When that rela-

tion is not contrasted with the attitude of God to

Protestants and heretics, or with the relation of



f^Krtestatits and heretics to God, its intensily laid

closeness are not impaired by its particularism.

The purity of the relation is only then degraded,

when any idea is consciously present to the mind
that as the Roman Catholic loves Christ and God,
so does no other Christian love them, or as th^
love the Roman Catholic, so do they love no other

group which calls itself by the Christian name, ' For
the most part, however, this comparison or cbnjtrast

lyould not be consciously present to the mind.

,

God calls Israel—so great is His love—sister,
daughter, wife. Israel is His twin, as tKohgh
God said, Israel is not greater than I, and I am not

greater than Israel. As twins are God and Israel

;

when one feels pain, the other feels it too. The
love between Israel and God is the love which waters

cannot quench or floods overwhelm. It seems clear

that in this love the indmdual Israelite of the finer

type felt a share. He, too, loved God intensely by
the very fact of his being a part of Israel, and
through that fact he conceived that God loved him.

Hence his fidelity and strength in days of trial and
persecution. The assurance of God’s love enabled

him to endure for many generations unexampled
atrocities and woes. And it enabled him, from the

very midst of these persecutions and sorrows, to

remain firm in his faith and in his love. Whatever
God sends, the love remains. Israel exclaims :

Though my lover sends me pain, yet shall he lie

between my breasts (an adaptation of Canticles i. 1 3).

The sufferings which Israel endures are due to his

love and fidelity for God, and increase God's love

for Israel. Thus the reladonship is partly dependent
upon ethical conditions, and partly independent of

them. God is said to love Israel even 'when Israel
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and the Israelites are said to be His clnldre%

cwsn ^hen they are chsobedient. But we also hear

opposite strains, as when we are told that tho

Israelites are God’s children when they do His will,

His slaves when they reject it. In spite of the

way in which the Rabbis let themselves go when
they speak of the love of God for Israel, they

yet tealise that this love has a religious basis and

even' a religious purpose. There is a notable

passage in the Midrash, which, though I have

not fpund many parallels to it, yet seems to me to

represent the real Rabbinic point of view. The
value of Israel lies in Israel being the recipients

and observers of the Law. If (God says) you had
not accepted My Law, I should not know you, or

look upon you more than upon the other nations of

the Law. It is the Law which beautifies Israel,

and which distinguishes him in the eyes of Gk>d.

Nevertheless, though the value of Israel in God’s
eyes is his possession and observance of the Law,
the idea of a mission for the benefit of the world is

painfully infrequent. The doctrine of Isaiah liii. is

neglected. The nations of the world are Israel’s

enemies, and therefore the enemies of God. What
Israel longs for is their punishment and extermina-

tion ; very rarely indeed their forgiveness or con-

version. But it is right to notice that in the

synagogue liturgy the underlying thought of these

rare passages has predominance, not only in the

daily prayers, but also in those for the Day of

Atonement. The essential elements of these more
universalist prayers are not* later than the third

century. Outside the Prayer Book, it is true that

the importance and influence of Israel are stated

in exaggerated and often ludicrous terms. But for



I^el therts would have be^ no sun and moon ; but

for Israel the world would return to chaos. Bu$
for Israel there would be no rain. In fact, ah
creation emts for Israel’s sake. As God sanctifi^

Israel, so does Israel sanctify God. We have, indeed^

already seen that though it has to be assumed that^

in the infinite time before creation, God was able to

.enst without Israel, yet now it would appear that

neither He nor His world could get on without

His chosen people. Yet though the existence of

Israel is cosmically so important, it is very seldom
that the idea of a religious mission is alluded to.

Israel has, indeed, a religious duty to perform. > It

is his duty to observe and study the Law. But it

is not said that the very cause of his existence is

to make known God’s unity or His righteousness

or His laws to the world at large. I have very

rarely come across a sentence like this : If ye do
not proclaim My Godhead to the nations of the

world, I will punish you.'^ And though there are

some fine and excellent things said about proselytes,

which will be mentioned in due course, the making
of proselytes is very rarely stated to be the business

or purpose of Israel—^its raison d^itre. God, said

R. Eleazer, has scattered Israel among the nations

only in order that proselytes might attach them-
selves to Him. But I do not find many parallels

to this saying. Nor do we get the idea, which has

become such a favourite one in certain quarters

to-day, that the mere existence of Israel is gradually

to draw the nations to a knowledge of the One God.
Israel is, as it were, to* sit tight and do nothing, and
trqth, by its own native^ force, is at long last to

i '

^ Yet the quality of the martyr is said to be that he confesses God before the

world, going through hre aod water for the proclamation of the divine imity.
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prevail. It is, indeed, sometimes stated that the

ns^ons in the Messianic Age will all recc^nise the

God of Israel, but it must be admitted that suOh

occasional statements are not placed in any organic

relation with the purpose of Israel’s electiop, ems*-**

ence, and continuance in the world. It would be

more true to say that Israel was primarily chosen for

God’s sake and the Law’s sake and its own sake,

and only secondarily for the sake of the other human
beings upon the earth. The relation between Israel

and God is primarily, it might even be said, a rela-

tion for themselves, just as the relation between a

lover and his beloved, between husband and wife,

is a relation between themselves and for themselves.

The relation is a puzzle to the nations. What has

your lover, they ask, above all other lovers that you
are ever ready to be killed and slain for him, and

that you love him even unto death ? The readiness

for martyrdom, the unquenchable love of God,
which no adversity and no suffering can drown or

destroy, are quite as prominent, and quite as genuine,

factors in che Rabbinic religion as the desire for

reward. In the Rabbinic literature you have them
both in undress. The one is just as simple and real

as the other. What does “ I am sick of love
”

mean What is the sickness ? It is not a

bodily sickness, but the love of God, which is a

sickness even unto death. Much appreciated and
quoted were the words of the Psalter :

“ For Thy
sake are we killed all the day long.” How far

does the son love the Father ? So far that he gives

his life for the Father’s honour, even as the righteous

did, the sons of the living God, who gave their lives

for His unity ; even .as Shadrach, Meshach, ahd
Abednego were willing to do, for they said. Even



though God should not rescue us, thy god we will

not serve. So they were ready to give their lives,

not on the condition of being saved, but on the ri^k

of being burnt, for love is stronger than death.

The heroes and martyrs of the Hadrianic persecu-

tion, as twin sisters with God, gave their lives for

the sanctification of the name. As the dove does

.not shrink when she is killed, so the Israelites did

not shrink when they were slaughtered for the

sanctification of the name. Israel is called a stiflf-

hecked nation. Three are insolent. Among animals

it is the dog
;
among birds it is the cock

;
among

the nations it is Israel. Yet this is not said in

blame, but in praise ! Either Judaism or cruci-

fixion 1 It is utterly impossible to question the

passion or the purity of the Rabbinic love for God.
It was not dependent on the prospect of reward

in heaven, even though such reward was both,

expected and desired. It shines before us as k

resplendent example. “ Thou shalt love God with

all thy heart.” With both thy inclinations, ?ays

the Midrash, both with the good Yetzer and the

evil one : a brief and profound remark. Thy heart

must not be divided towards God. The whole man
is to love him

;
feelings, instincts, desires, all are to

be used for, and directed towards, his love. “ And
with all thy soul ”

: even if he takes away thy soul

{i.e. thy life) ; even if he demands that thou give

up thy soul (in martyrdom). “ With all thy mig^
is added because some men love their possessions

more than their life, and some men love their life

more than their possessions. With every measure
that God metes out to yoji, must you love Him, be
it the measure of good or the measure of affliction.

Can this Rabbinic love be imitated ? * Can we
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Mt this love from a basis of universaliAm ?, 'I&
fciblas got it from a perfectly frank and unblushing

particularism. Do what the nations would, God
would never love them as He loves Israel. But
deep as is God’s love for Israel, no less deep was
the Rabbis’ love for God. Can we imitate them,

even while we believe that God’s love is universal

and impartial Even as our God is a grander and

purer God than their God, so should our love, one

might have argued, be grander and purer than

theirs. But the human heart is strange. The
very defect of the Rabbinic conception of God
partly produced the quality of their love. Can we
imitate, and even better, the quality, though we
have not the defect ?

As we have seen, it was the Law which, in the

eyes of the Rabbis, gave Israel his worth in the

eyes of God. Their love of God is inseparable

from their love of His perfect Law. How far is

there anything in their conception of the Law, and
in their attitude towards the Law, which, with our

profoundly different ideas, is yet of value fqr

us to-day ? Here we have to distinguish. There
may be much in the Rabbinic doctrine about the

Law which is an advance upon the Old Testament,
and yet, though it be an advance, we are unable to

make use of it. For instance, the Rabbinic view
that such ritual commands of the Law as the

ordinance of the red cow, or of the waters of
purification, are just arbitrary commands of God
which must be obeyed, because He, for some un-
known reason, in His perfett wisdom and good-
ness, ordained them, completely removes from such
injunctions any kind of* superstition. Not the

water pufifics, but God. That is an advance upon



the 'I«staHicttt. 3ut for us it is of no use,

. because "we no loinger accept the premiss. We no
longer regard these laws as derived directly from
'the will and the mouth of God. The Rabbinic
love of the Law, the joy in its observance ; the

delight in its study ; all this must be freely ac-

knowledged. That the Law was to the Rabbis,

and to thousands and millions whom they influenced,

not a burden, but a delight, that it led to God and
righteousness, and not away from them, is assured.

But all this advance, for advance it was, is no
longer available for us. Nevertheless, there are

still some things which we can translate into our
own language and make use of.

In spite of the ever-increasing tendency to

magnify the greatness of the Law, so that it was
regarded as pre-existent in heaven, a delight to

God Himself, who spends part of His time in its

study, and thus itself almost divine—in spite of
all this glorification and beatification (part of which
may be an answer to Christian and pagan criticasms

and attacks)—there was yet a very definite feeing
that the main purpose of the Law was Israel’s

sanctification. It is true that it is wrong and idle

to ask for the reasons of every enactment. There,
were few laws which produced more ridicule and
criticism than that of the red cow (Numbers 3dx.)t

Nor was this unnatural. We, with our modern
knowledge, can easily see that this law embodies
ritualistic superstitions of a very primitive type,

no less primitive, perhaps, than the superstition of
bitter waters and the ordeal (Numbers v.). The

Rabbis were bound to insist that such lai^ Wcr^i

arbitrary ordinances or* ukases of the Kih^ of
^pgs, whose desires must not be qucstioiS^ but
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obeyed. “ The dead' body docs* not really dffile,”

they say, “ and the water does not really purify.”

But it is just a decree of God, who said, I have
given an ordinance, I have pronounced a statute

'f

tK>ne shall transgress it. The reason of it no humati

being can understand. Nevertheless, it is often

stated that the laws were given and ordained for

the benefit of those who had to fulfil them. Thus
God gave a law about lamps in the sanctuary.

Does God need lamps ? Assuredly not ; He is

Himself all light. He gave the law to purify you.

The Israelites are to shine before God, as He has

been a light before them. Or, it is said, God
multiplied the laws that by their observance Israel

might obtain reward and inherit the life of the

world to come. Israel is beautified by the ob-

servances. One Rabbi said that the laws were
only given for man’s purification. What does it

matter to God if an animal is killed in one
Way or in another ? God needs no offerings or

sacrifices. I did not order you, Gk)d is made to

say, to bring Me sacrifices, for you to argue : I

will do what pleases Him, and He will do what

f
leases me. It is for your sake, not for Mine, that

bade you bring Me sacrifices. The principle of
liberal Judaism to-day is fundamentally the same.

Obc great test for laws the observance of which we
keep or recommend is : how far can they be of
S|>iritual or ethical service for human beings to-day.

It was doubtless as a rejoinder to the teachings

of Paul (which the Rabbis would have found it

exceedingly difficult to understand, and which
peached their ears in a very distorted and confusetf

form) 4hat they emphasised the necessity of obeying
the as a Mnsti The injuncttens might Ijc,



and were, a d?£ght, they might be tbe outflow of

divine love, ^ven in order that Israel might be

sanctified and abundantly rewarded, but primarily^,

they were ordained by God the lawgiver, by God
the ruler, whose will must be obeyed. Thou
shah hearken : you may delight in obeying, but

primarily it is not a matter of your pleasure or

choice, it is a matter of duty. You must. (From
another point of view, indeed, it is said that while-

a man is not free to dispense himself from any
laws, they must yet not be a mere duty, a mere
“ must,” for they have to be fulfilled from love.]|

Greater is he,—so it is declared—who does some-<'

thing, because he is ordered to do it, than he who
does it though he is not ordered to do it. There
is a very interesting passage in the Mishnah of

Berachoth. Whoever says : To a bird’s nest do
thy mercies extend . . . him do we silence. The
Gemarah asks the reason. One Rabbi says the

reason is Because he causes jealousy between
God’s creatures

;
another suggests (on the same

lines) that he appears to limit God’s mercy which •

extends beyond the birds even to insects. But a'^

third argues : the reason is because he makes the

ordinances of the Holy One to be mere acts of

mercy, whereas they are injunctions. Here, again,

we find an anti-gnostic emphasis upon the Laws
as ordinances : as a Must from God which man
can and ought to obey. There was no doubt in

the minds of the Rabbis about the “ can at

least, up to a point. Let, then, man obey up to

this point. The good, ifjust, God would remember
the limitations of man’s frailty. While differing

widely from the RabbiS about the Law and its

value, we, too, I think, can still appreciate the



XXI RABBINIG LITIERATURE ^
argument. The moral law is not only within matti

and it must not be only appreciated and obeyed fts

the law of naan ;
it is the law of man, and it 'Its

his creation, but it is also older than man and
outside man ; it is also the law of God. Before we
obey the Law in love, we must obey it in compulsion :

it is an Ought, a Must, which, through obedience,

we have to make increasingly our own. It may,

}

)erhaps, have been anti-Pauline tendencies which

ed the Rabbis to hold that while it was desirable

to fulfil the Law in love and in joy, it was also

desirable to fulfil it with the full consciousness

that it was the will and the desire of God. A man
might, without knowing anything about a divine

law, be charitable. That was good. And indeed

charity may be the method whereby a heathen can

avoid Gehenna. Nevertheless, a far finer thing is

the charity of the Israelite who is charitable because

he consciously obeys the divine command. This
insistence upon immediate and conscious obedience

to the Law is pushed in one passage so far as to

declare that it is not (as one might suppose) the

right thing to obey the Law because one does not

like to do the actions which the Law forbids, but
that, on the contrary, the right thing is to desire to

do the actions, and yet to refrain from doing them.
One must not say, I have no wish to put on a

garment of linen and woollen, I have no wish to

eat pig, I have no wish to be unchaste, but one
muSt say, I wish to do these things, but what am
I to do ? My heavenly father has forbidden me to

do them, for God has distin^ished you from the

nations, consequently you g.re to be separated from
transgression, and to receive upon yourselves the

Kingdom (or rather, the dominion) of heaven.
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These paradoaicai words must not, I think, be

taken too strictly, especially as regards the wish

to be unchaste. Yet there is in the paradox a

certain truth and grandeur. The moral law muk
be realised as God’s law, and obeyed as such.

However great our joy in fulfilling it, however
our fulfilment, however autonomous our service, ye
are yet always to remember that what we are fulfilling

is not merely our law, but God’s law, and that it was
God’s law before it was our law, and is only our

law because His law. Within this limit and with

this proviso, the Rabbis would, I think, entirely

agree that voluntary compulsion must become
Ision, and willing compulsion must
freedom.

There was a double tendency operative among the

Rabbis. They had by no means lost the power of

distinguishing between moral and ritual laws, and
of perceiving that the second were less important

than the first. On the other hand, they disliked

the making of distinctions
; all the laws were

God’s laws, and it was improper to regard one as

more important than the other. Moreover, there

was a very special reason why the ritual laws

became for them of enormous value. They were
the laws which their enemies attacked and laughed
at : therefore they were clung to with all the greater

tenacity
; they were the laws which were fctf

Israel’s observance alone ; therefore they were all

the more precious and adorable. They were
precious because distinctive ; they were adorable

because they were specially given by God to Israel

for Israel’s honour and,delight ! Thus we find a
distinction made between laws which if they had
not been written would have had to be written (e.f.

willing compu
become joyous
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prohibition of idolatry, incest, murder, robbery,

blasphemy) and laws to which Satan and the
nations make objections {e.g. prohibition of pig
flesh, wearing garments of linen and wool, the kw
of Chalitzah (Deut. xxv. 5-10), the purification of
leprosy, and the scapegoat). The list is interest-

ing, showing, as it does, the sort of laws which
excited the notice and the ridicule of the critics,

whether Christian or pagan. The warning is

added : And lest thou, perchance, shouldest think.

These things are empty, it is said, I am the Lord,
that is, I the Lord have made a decree

; thou art

not free to think about its leason.

Nevertheless, distinctions and summings up were
made all the same ! We have already heard how
Ben Azai spoke of Gen. v. i, and Akiba of Lev.
xix. 18, as the great Kelal, the great principle, or
summing-up rule in the Law, and by “great”
each, I think, meant greatest. And the saying of
R. Simlai became famous and was often quoted.
David reduced the 613 commands to ii, Isaiah to

6, Micah to 3, Isaiah again to 2, Amos and
Habakkuk to one. David’s eleven, Isaiah’s six,

etc., are all moral laws, and R.^Simlai’s reductions
remain good and valid unto the present day.

The Rabbinic study of the Law seems to us
to-day both strange and undesirable. Much of it

was casuistic ; much of it narrowing
; much of it

trifling
; much of it an appalling waste of time

anT brain. Some of the Rabbinic laudations of
various ritualistic prescriptions of the Law are to

us positively distasteful, and when these laudations
are even ascribed to God, ^hey make an unpleasant
impression. Such, for instance, are the many
passages about circumcision. It is said, Some
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sections of the Law may seem ugly for public recita-

tion, such as those about menstruation, or nightly

pollution or issues, but God says. They arc pleasant

to Me> Stress is laid upon the great importance

of the sections about the sacrifices. It seems that

the unfortunate children were made to begin their

reading of the Pentateuch with the book of

Leviticus ! Why, it is asked, is this ? Why do
they not begin with Genesis ? God has said, As the

sacrifices are pure, so are the children pure. Let the

pure occupy themselves with the pure ! But, never-

theless, the study of the Law had its good side. It

kept the intellect alive ; it was a form of idealism ; it

associated knowledge with religion. To bless God
as the gracious giver of knowledge is a fine char-

^ Dr. Abrahams writes :
“ All this is very questionable. These laws had a

great power in keeping the Jews physically sound. Even if the motive is not

clearly formulated, yet the consequence is certain. Why do they make ‘ an
unpleasant impression * ? If religion covers all life, it must cover the body as

well as the soul. Is there no modern value in all this f Is it not still true

that the body is the counterpart of the soul ? As Hillel said, keeping the body
clean is a religious duty, or if not in modern times a religious, yet certainly a

moral, duty.” I see the force of Dr, Abrahams’ remarks, but I am not entirely

convinced. The immense amount of space, and therefore of time, given in the

Talmud to all physico-scxual questions and discussions seems to me to be at

any rate partly due either to the continuance of old primordial superstitious

ideas—to the religious or taboo conception of “ cleanness ” as opposed to the

modern hygienic conception of it—or to the emergence of ingrained sex instinct.

The Rabbis were very ” moral,” and had, moreover, no pleasant relations with
women of a pure, friendly character as wc have them In modern society. Their
sex instinct, perhaps, took it out in these interminable discussions, and found
great delight and attraction in them. I do not think that this view of mine is

inconsistent with the intense desire of the Rabbis to avoid all sensual feelings

and thoughts, as well as with their undoubted success in achievement. ” Keep
thee far from sensual thoughts by day,” they urge, ” that there may come upon
thee no pollution at night.” And there arc stories about the Rabbis and their

relations with their own wives, and stories even about their attitude t^ards
their own bodies, which almost remind one of some mediaeval Christian ascetics

(see Btichler, Some Types of yewsA'-Palestinian Pieiy, pp. 42-53). Nevertheless,
all this severity, however fine and even successful in one way, had, it seems to

me, a certain evil effect upon the other. The best holiness in some ways is

that which thinks least about these ,^ng8 altogether, one way or the other.

If you worry too much one way, the consciously repressed and consciously
condemned instinct crops up in another. Naturam expellas furca^ tamen usque
recurret.
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acteristic of Judaism. I am astonished, said one
teacher, that the prayer for understanding is not

used on Saturdays, for without understanding how
can one pray ? We have to translate this associa-

tion of study and knowledge with religion into

modern terms and apply it to modern needs. And
this Rabbinic study of the Law, however wrong-

headed, however casuistic, however trivial, had one

other great and noble distinction. It was dis-

interested and democratic. Jewish aristocracy be-

came an aristocracy of learning, and this learning

was free to all. Birth and wealth were nothing as

compared with knowledge. Let a proselyte become
learned in the Law, and he was the acknowledged
superior to the most blue-blooded, native-born Jew.
Before the Law rich and poor were wholly equal.

None must use the “ crown ” of the Law for his

own advantage. R. Tarphon ate some figs in an

orchard. The owner came along, threw him into

a sack, and was about to cast him into the river.

The Rabbi cried out and mentioned his name,

and the man let him go. But Tarphon all his life

lamented that he had used the Law for his own
advantage. The Law must not be studied for the

sake of getting reputation and honour. It must
be studied from love. The honour will come of

itself. Make not the Law a crown wherewith to

exalt thyself or a spud wherewith to weed (i.e. to

gain a livelihood). The doctrine of Lishmah

—

fortts own sake—applied to the study of the Law
and to all good works is one of the finest creations

of the Rabbis. The reward *of the study lies in

the study, though also in the world to come.

Similar was the ideal, at any rate, as regards the

practice of the Law. “ Happy is the man who
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delights in God’s commandments,” says thd^Psalmist.

Yes, remarks R. Eleazar, in the. commandments,
not in the reward of the commandments. And
it is important to note that, with all their in-

sistence and glorification of the study of the Law,

the Rabbis realised and proclaimed that the final

object of study was practice. If study is said to

be greater than practice, that is only because study

leads to practice. To possess knowledge of the

Law without the fear of God (== practical religion) is

like a man who has been given the key to the inner

chamber of a treasure, but not to the outer chamber.

How can he get in ? Woe to him who has no
house and yet builds the doors ! He who knows
the Law, but does not act according to its behests,

it were better he had never been born. The
study of the Law, it was recognised, has its dangers.

Studied with pure intent, the Law is a medicine
of life, but if not, it may become a poison.

If a man is worthy (if he makes a worthy use of

it), the Law is for him a medicine of life, but if not,

then it is a medicine of death. Commenting upon
Psalm xix. 9 ,

one Rabbi holds that the Law m^es
glad the worthy and purifies the unworthy, but
another Rabbi explains the passage to mean that for

the worthy it is a purification to life, to the unworthy
a purification unto death. To the Rabbis the Law
and its study brought a man nearer to God, and made
him strong, happy, and free. We, too, may cling to

the root idea that the service of the moral law bflfigs

strength, happiness, and freedom. Only in its

service is perfect libeily. Only he is free, says the

Rabbis, who labours in ^he Torah. Only through
the Law comes freedom. We agree. “ Und das

Gesetz nur kann uns Freiheit geben.” He who
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would enter the kingdom of God must obey its

laws. So the Rabbis make God say to the Israelites

:

As you have taken upon you My rule (or kingdom),

so also receive My commands. Only the willing sub-

ject of God may fitly become, or be regarded as, Hi§
son. Only service makes freedom, makes sonshi|>.

The total Rabbinic attitude towards God and His

Law is a curious combination of apparent in-

consistencies. These inconsistencies are partly to

be explained by the inconsistencies of the Old
Testament, all of which are adopted by the Rabbis,

partly by the higher and lower feelings and ideas

that existed among the Rabbis themselves, all

of which are impartially recorded by the literature,

and partly (as we may surmise) by deliberate

opposition to the external environment. Looked
at in a hostile spirit, the Rabbinic attitude towards

God and the Law could be declared to be one

long and sheer desire for reward. The attitude

could be regarded as one of anxious and constant

service for the sake of enormous future felicity, a

felicity which would come for the far greater part in

the life after death. God would thus become the

Law-giver and King who, to be sure, gives gigantic

rewards, but gives them only in exchange for services

rendered. These services He severely and strenu-

ously exacts. And these services, it might be

supposed, are anxiously and toilfully rendered, only

because they are the unavoidable condition of the

sabsequent reward. There would, indeed, be little

for us to use and appropriate from such an attitude.

But he who so described the Rabbinic attitude would
be guilty of great injustice. And he would be guilty

of injustice, however matfy passages he could quote

which appear to justify his description, or which even,
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up to a point, do actually justify it. For he would
omit a number of other passages which point the

other way, and which are just as characteristic of the

Rabbis as the first. And, for our purpose, we are

perfectly justified in concentrating our attention

upon these and neglecting those. We can use what
we please, and neglect what we please. For we are

not out to give an impartial account of the Rabbinic

religion
; we are out to observe in what respects that

religion went beyond the Old Testament for good
and not for evil. Though the advancing and
developing passages must not be regarded as the

complete picture, this does not matter for us. So
long as the “ good ” passages are genuinely there,

and we do not read into them what they do not

contain, that is sufficient. There would be no great

harm if we did read into them even more than they

contain; it is one of the qualities of excellence that

more can be found in it than it meant to the sayer.

But without doing this, the Rabbinic attitude to

God and His Law might be declared to be one of

gladness and purity, an attitude in which God is

“ served ” because He is loved, and for the sheer joy

and sake of the service itself. Such a view would,

however, be going too far. The truth lies some-
where between

;
it lies in a subtle combination of the

joy with the desire for reward. Both are real. For
our purpose we need bother little about the second,

and can expatiate upon the first.^ And certainly

^ Dr. Abrahams writes : As to the * second,* we need not deny that reward,

truly conceived, has its meaning for us. It is not a good discipline to plough

the sands. Man may justly expecit fruit from his toil. Morality would lose

its attraction to many, if it were perfectly certain that immorality paid. The
Rabbis, perhaps, over-emphasised this, and yet not without emphasising also

the sense of exhilaration derived from Sheer exertion, whatever the profit or

lack of profit. The joy experienced in obedience counts as well as the expecta-

tion of the fruits of obedience.**
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joy in God, joy in the commandments—^the simchah

shel mitzvta, so characteristic a Rabbinic phrase

—

meets us in the Rabbinic literature again and again*

Moreover, with this joy goes purity. The one is

inseparably mixed up with the other. To fulfil

God's commands for their own sake means to fulfil

them in joy, and to fulfil them in joy is only possible

if they are fulfilled for their own sake, lishmah. It

is desirable to dwell upon this point a little further,

even though I have partly to repeat what I have

already said. According to the Midrash, the

Israelites were not allowed or fit to receive the Law
till they had sufficiently recovered from the gloom
and bondage of Egypt. For the Law must be

received with joyful countenance, even as the holy

spirit rests only where there is joy. David said that

the. ordinances of God were to him not a burden, but

a song (Psalm cxix. 54). Only a fulfilment of the

Law in joy—to rejoice and make others to rejoice

—

is to do as God has commanded. The commands
of the Law may at first be a purification, but the ideal

is that they should be a joy. He who serves in joy

serves in love, and he who serves in love serves

lishmah^ for the sake of the Law itself, or for the sake

of God. Single-minded must be God’s service, for

it is rendered to Him who is “ single.” Every
command must be fulfilled to please God, and this,

again, means that it must be fulfilled just because it

is a command and with no ulterior motive. As
foir'Mhi who does not fulfil the Law for its own sake,

it were better he had never been born. Over and
over again we find the same id^, so that if there is a

strong naive desire for reward, as a sign of God’s

grace and of the victory of righteousness and of

Israel and Israel’s cause, there is no less strong an
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assertion that all “ good ” actions are only good if

done for God’s sake or for their own sake. These
assertions are undoubtedly a great advance upon
anything we find in the Old Testament. It is quite

characteristic of the odd mixture of the Rabbinic
religion that if, on the one hand, an Old Testament
weakness is emphasised by the Rabbis, it is also

overcome. The rough edge is made rougher, but

it is also made smooth. Let all thy deeds be for

the sake of God. Do all from love. The two
injunctions meant one and the same. A strange

Rabbinic paradox runs : Better a sin lishmak than

a command which is not lishmah. Better to sin for

God’s sake than to fulfil a command from an impure
motive. (On the other hand, the Rabbis were alive

to the danger of “ the means justifying the end,”

and coined a phrase for its reprobation.) Two men
ate the Paschal sacrifice

;
one ate it for the sake of

the food, the other for the sake of the command.
Only the second fulfilled the command aright. The
Rabbis pray that they themselves, and that all men,
may come to fulfil the Law for its own sake and in

love. As for them who devote themselves to the

Torah not for its own sake, may it be Thy will that

they end by devoting themselves to it for its own
sake. Again : Perhaps thou mayest be inclined

to say, I will study the Law that I may become rich

(here it seems to be proved that by “ studying the

Law ” is meant no more and no less than serving God,

for no payment was ever received for being leanSied

in, and teaching, the Law), or that I may be called

Rabbi, or that I may* be called wise, or that I may
have a seat in the house of study, or that I may
prolong my days in the world to come, or that I may
receive a reward. Therefore the Scripture says,
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Thou shall love the Lftrd thy God ; all that ye do^

"ye shall do from love. It was, indeed, often said

that a lower motive for study and righteousness

must be accepted by way of transition. For he who
begins by the lower may end with the higher, and
he who begins by serving God in fear may end by
serving Him in love.

Not less profound and far-reaching than the

religious motive of lishmah—“ for its own sake,”

and for God’s sake—was that of the sanctification

of the Name, i.e, the sanctification of God. Just

as the profanation of the name was the worst

sin, so the sanctification of the name was,, for the

Rabbis, the noblest virtue and the most inspiring

motive. I have already spoken of the highest

exemplification of this virtue in martyrdom. Every
martyr was conscious that he gave his life for the

honour and sanctification of God. And though it

is permissible to violate all laws, except the pro-

hibition of murder, idolatry, and unchastity, in order

to save one’s life, it is not permissible to violate any
law if it be done as an open sign of apostasy. Sooner
than cause such profanation of the name, every Jew
must be ready to render up his life. Quite apart

from martyrdom the conception of the sanctification

and profanation of the name exercised a large and
peculiar influence upon Jewish life. God’s honour
was, as it were, put into Israelite keeping. Here we
find an odd moral result for good of Jewish particu-

Though God is the one and only God,
yet He is in a special sense the God of Israel, and so

any sin of any Israelite which becomes known to a
non-Israelite constitutes a profanation of the name.

It reflects upon God’s honour. The special servants

and sons of God must not sin, for their sin, if known,
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reflects upon the credit of their God, who bade them
be holy even as He is holy, and through their holi-

’

ness to show forth His. To steal from a Gentile

is worse than to steal from a Jew, because it is

a greater profanation of the name. In times of

persecution it is permitted, in order to save one’s

life, to transgress all laws except the laws against

unchastity, idolatry, and murder
;
but if one is asked

to violate the lightest law as a sign of apostasy, one
must unhesitatingly refuse and die. If of two
possible modes of action one involves an ordinary

sin and one a profanation of the name, one must
undoubtedly choose the former. It is better, it

was said, that a letter should be torn out of the Law
than that God’s name should be openly profaned. It

was even asserted that it was better to commit a sin

in secret than to profane the name of God openly,

while, on the other hand, it was also declared that

this secret sin was itself a profanation of the name.
Thus the sanctification of the name became an
important string in the Jew’s moral bow, and
especially in his dealings with the non-Jew. This
point comes out very naively in Talmudic discussions.

The “ natural man ” in the Jew was inclined to take

advantage of the non-Jew, to defraud him, in other

words, when opportunity offered. For the non-Jew
was the oppressor of the Jew. But the Jew was
restrained from doing so by the law of the sanctifica-

tion. Thus the rule stands codified : to steal from
the non-Jew is a “ heavier ” sin than to steal frSft

the Jew, because of the profanation of the name.
Famous is the old stofy of R. Simeon ben Shetach
(first century), who restored the jewel which was
found upon the donkey that he had bought from
certain Arabs. Characteristic is the remark made
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on his action : Simeon preferred to know that

those Arabs said (when the jewel was restored),

Blessed be the God of the Jews, than all the reward

of the world. The cry of the Arabs was a great

sanctification of the name. In the Jerusalem

Talmud, where the story is told, other tales follow of

the same kind. Dr. Kohler is doubtless right when
he says that to this day the warning against pro-

fanation of the name “ tends to keep the commonest

Jew from committing any act that might disgrace

the Jewish community.” There seems to be no

reason why the ideal of the sanctification and the

sin of the profanation should not still exercise this

sway—the one towa’^ds virtue, the other in the

avoidance of wrongdoing. For we, too, can and

do regard ourselves as entrusted with a religious

mission, and the conception of the “ holy nation

and the kingdom of priests ” can and does have a

meaning for us as well as for the orthodox. For to

believe in this conception is not to be possessed of

a false particularism. Every man who believes in

God may rightly regard himself as bound to sanctify

His name. But a group of men who, for many
generations, have felt this duty incumbent upon
them as a groups as part and parcel of their religion,

can gain added strength and stimulus from this very

fact. They have the duty of the group, and they

can possess the motive of this duty, and the en-

thusiasm for it, over and above anything that they

rilS^feel about it as individuals. There is no reason

why the consciousness of being a society of men
banded together for the service of God should not

be more persistently cultivated among Jews—
whether Liberal or Orthodox—than it is to-day.

Such a service is not a service for themselves or
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for their own glory ; it is a service! for humanity
and for the glory of God. There irtighl^ indeed,

even, be some special justification fqr separative

ritual laws—such as abstaining from rabbits and
hares, or from wearing mixed garments of linen«nd
woollen—if such abstentions could help to the more
frequent and vivid consciousness of such a service,

and of being born into the obligation, or of having

accepted it at manhood. In any case, it is clear that

this conception of the sanctification of the name is

a considerable religious development for purity and
good beyond anything which we find in the Old
Testament. The germs are doubtless therd, but

the full and explicit development belongs to the

Rabbis.

One of the common objections to a “ legal
”

religion, such as Rabbinic Judaism undoubtedly
was, is that too much stress is laid upon outward
deeds, and too little upon motive. The actual doing

of certain definite actions, whether ceremonial or

moral, becomes all important : character is passed

over, and it is not understood how there is a true

sense in which “ being ” is of higher moral and
spiritual value than “ doing.” It is very remarkable
how the Rabbis half unconsciously became aware of
this danger. Doubtless some of them, or some of
their disciples, fell a victim to it. In other words,

their literature shows the defects of their religion as

well as its qualities.^ But in the very proportion

^ Cp. what G. F. Moore says in his History of Religions, vol. ii. p. i ipl The
Pharisees, who were a kind of Jewish Puritans, saw with great concer^ Mic lax

observitnce of the Sabbath ” (in the days of Jesus), “ the indilferencCj the

common people to the rules of religious cleanness, and their negligence in the
payment of taxes for the support of the clergy. Their efforts to reform these

abuses gave them an exaggerated importance in their eyes
5

punctiliousness in

such matters became for them the criterion of piety—an error whiqb J)reci8ian8

seldom escape. The study of the twofold Law in the schools had for many
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in whkh the IfegsiUsm of the Rabbis far outdoes

the l«^Usm OT 'the Old Testament, so also may it

be said that 'thd inwardness taught by the Rabbis

goes far beyond the inwardness of the Old Testa-

m^t. And from their inwardness we moderns can

yet gain profit. We have seen examples of that

inwardness as regards motive. It is not the mere

execution of the Law which counts. Is it fulfilled

from fear or from love ? For its own sake, or for

some ulteHor purpose ? From joy, or from the

mere desire of reward ? Again we have seen how,

in spite of all the legalism as to times and seasons

of prkyer, and as to a host of details, the Rabbis yet

realised what prayer wis : the service of the heart

—

of that heart which God “ wants.” They created

the idea of Kewanah as the soul of prayer, as

• inward a conception anybody could desire. They
said that “ much ” or little ” was the same, so

long as the heart was right with God. They argued

that God reckons the good intention which accident

has prevented from becoming a deed as equivalent

to the deed, though in His mercy the bad intention

frustrated He ignores. Yet they themselves did

not ignore such a frustrated intention, but mourned
over the sinful thought no less than over the sinful

deed. So in that strange story of the elderly R,

Chija whose wife disguised herself as a harlot, and
he was tempted and fell. When his wife told

him that she and the harlot were one, he said,

intention was to sin.” And he fasted all the—
a result

5
the minutiae of the Law Snd the casuistry of the doctors

acquirer the factitious value which microscopic points of learning always possess

for the academic nund/’ I have before quoted Mr. Mtkorc on one side
j

it is

well to quote him also on the other. He is a model of severe impartiality.

He staiidft^ above the facts. Jews must not quote him only for their own
tpecial purposes I
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remaining days of his life till he died. It was a

Rabbi who said that the lustful thought is even worse
than the lustful deed. Even repentance and con-

fession may be mere outwardness. He who sins

and confesses his sin and does not abandon it is like

a man who holds an unclean animal in his hand.

Let him bathe in all the waters of the world, he
cannot become clean (cp. Sirach xxxiv. 25, 26).

The Rabbinic religion knows nothing of any
opposition between faith and works. The diffi-

culties and problems which are raised by Paul in

the Epistle to the Galatians and to the Romans were
unfelt by them, and would hardly have been under-
stood. As we have seen, the Law, so far from being
a burden, was a joy. So far from being an incite-

ment or stimulus to sin—by awaking a desire the

satisfaction of which it forbgde—the Law was re-

garded as the medicine which prevented such desires

from becoming masterful and overpowering. It was
never doubted that man could, as he ought to, fulfil—^up to a point—the laws of God, laws which would
not have been given to him, if the power had not

also been given him to fulfil them. To order men
to fulfil laws which they cannot fulfil would have
been cruel. But God was not cruel, but merciful.

He gave the Law, not to show its futility, but its

usefulness, its beauty, and its joy. It is true that

man often fails to fulfil it—he often sins ; but such
sins are inseparable from the very constitution of a

being who is set between the animal and the atf^'el

:

half earthly and half divine. There would Vfe no
discipline and no joy (to say nothing of no merit

!)

in fulfilment if to fuli^ were inevitable. There
would be no educative obedience if there were not the
possibility of disobedience. In spite of occasional
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complaints about the power of the evil Yetzer,

there was no feeling of despair. The cry, “ Who
shall deliver me from the body of this death ?

”
is,

on the whole, an un-Rabbinic cry. The Rabbis won
their way to God along their own lines. And with

their strong, but rarely unethical, belief in (iod's

mercy and forgiveness, they were not daunted by

failure and lapses. The Law remained medicine

and joy, and was never burden or poison. Indeed

(but this, perhaps, was a direct polemic against

Paul, and therefore less interesting), they wan:ed

the desire to be felt in order that the Law should be

the more purely and powerfully fulfilled. To abstain

from eating pig or from unchastity, if you have no
desire to eat pig or to be unchaste, what virtue or

glory in that } But to abstain because the com-
mandment bids you ^stain, this is the right fulfil-

ment of the Law and me true service of God. The
paradox is obvious—but no less obvious its spirit.

And just as there was little trouble as regards the

Law because of human frailty, so there was little

trouble because of any conflict of works with faith.

There are few and rare indications in Rabbinic

literature of any theoretic unbelief, whether in the

existence or in the power of God. It was needless

to say “ believe,” because all the Rabbis believe,

and no suffering made them sceptical. Belief or

trust in God was as natural to the Rabbis as belief

in the regularity of night following the day. And
faiSf in the sense of making the Law in any of its

parts superfluous would have seemed absurd or
unintelligible. This seems td be the reason why
the references to faith occur with such comparative

infrequency in the Rabbinic literature. We meet

them only when a comment has to be made upon
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a Biblical passage in which the Hebrew term for

trust or faith occurs. Thus on Psalm xxxi. 23,
the Midrash observes : These are the Israelites

who say, Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who quickenest

the dead, and in faith respond, “ Amen,” for they

believe with all their might that God will quicken

the dead, though the resurrection has not yet come.

In a curious passage in the Midrash, too long to

quote in its entirety, Jacob is blamed for lack of

faith on the occasion of his vision of the ladder.

He was afraid lest he, too, like the kingdoms who
would oppress his descendants, should only rise to

fall. God said to him : If you had believed (or

had faith), you would have risen and not fallen, but

as you did not believe, you did not rise, and your
children will be oppressed by the four kingdoms.
Even Moses was once charged with lack of faith.

For when God sent him to Pharaoh and said, I am
Yahweh, Moses hesitated, for he said to God, It

is with the attribute of mercy (in your capacity as

a merciful God) that you say to me, I will redeem
Israel. But, perhaps, before I return hither, the

attribute of mercy will have changed into the attri-

bute of justice. Then God replied, I am Yahweh.
I stand in (i.e. My innermost self consists of) the

attribute of mercy. Moreover, I only revealed My-
self to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob as the Almighty,
and yet they had no lack of faith in (literally, did not

think or worry about) My attributes. It was not
the snake or Moses’ hands which brought vTctdry

or health to Israel, but when the Israelites looked
towards God, and subjected their hearts to Him,
then they conquered anji were healed. The same
idea is elsewhere expressed in the saying: Was it the

hands of Moses which made the Israelites strong
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No. But when they looked at his uplifted hands,

they believed in God. It was Israel’s faith which
was worthy that God, because of it, should divide

the waters of the Red Sea, for they did not say to

Moses, How can we go forth into the wilderness,

for we have no victuals for the journey? but they

believed, and followed him. Great is faith, for that

the holy spirit rested upon the Israelites (enabling

them to sing the “ Song of Moses ”) was the reward

of their faith. It was only through the merit of

faith that Abraham inherited this world and the

future world, as it is said, He believed in the Lord,

and the Lord accounted his faith as righteousness.

In the same Midrashit passage it is said of him who
accepts one command in faith that he is worthy to

receive the holy spirit. Through God’s gate all

men of faith pass (a cWuction from Psalm cxviii. 20
and Isaiah xxvi. 2). What caused the joy spoken
of in Psalm xcii. 3 ? It was the reward of the faith

which our fathers showed while they were in this

world that is all night. (The Midrash plays on the

phrase “ to show forth Thy faithfulness in the night,”

which is interpreted to mean, ‘‘ their faith in Thee.”)
And the final redemption will only come through
Israel’s faith, as Hosea said, I will betroth thee unto
me because of (thy) faith. He who has enough
to eat for to-day, and says. What shall I eat to-

morrow, is wanting in faith, for He who has created

the^^^^y has created the sustenance for it. It did

not escape the sharpness of the Rabbis that in the

sentence Exodus xiv. 31 thei;e seems to lurk an
absurdity. The Israelites had passed safely through
the divided waters: they saau the drowning of their

enemies. How should they, then, not have believed ?

(i.e. what was the merit i*) How should a man not
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believe when he sees ? The faith, therefore, which
was so praiseworthy and is here alluded to, refers

back to the faith which they had shown in Egypt
(Exodus iv. 3

1

,
“ And the people believed ”). These

simple utterances about faith go far to show that the

Rabbis were quite alive to its virtues, but that they

largely took it for granted : they did not theorise it,

or dogmatise about it, and it would have greatly

surprised them if they had been made to understand

that the faith of Abraham, which they praised no
less than their great antagonist, could actually be

placed in opposition to the works of the Law.
Like Philo, the Rabbis actually assumed that

Abraham kept the Law before the Law 1 We,
however, may perhaps still gain some profit from
these simple and undogmatic utterances.

The relation of man to (?-^d in the Old Testa-

ment, man’s estimate of life, and even, one may also

add, the relation of God to man, were conditioned

and coloured by the fact that life was supposed to

be limited to earth and brought to a close by death.

There was, indeed, a life after death—the life of

Sheol—but it was a life not worth living, though it

had to be lived. It was a life which was neither

reward nor punishment, where was neither happi-

ness nor pain, where the rule of Yahweh was hardly

recognised, or where, at any rate. He was neither

worshipped nor praised. The life of the shades in

Sheol was a life which seemed as empty and valueless

to the Israelite as the life of Hades seeme3*1:o

Achilles. “ The dqad praise not Yahweh, nor any
that go down to silence. In death there is no
remembrance of Thee :cin the grave who shall give

Thee thanks ? Shall Thy loving-kindness be declared
in Sheol, or Thy faithfulness in Abaddon ? The
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dead Thou rememberest no more
; they are cut off

from Thy hand. Sheol cannot praise Thee
; death

cannot celebrate Thee : they that are gone down to

the pit cannot hope for Thy truth. There is no
work, nor device, nor knowledge in Sheol. Man
dies and lies low ;

he gives up the ghost, and where

is he ? He lies down, and does not rise ; till the

heavens be no more, he will not wake, or be raised

out of his sleep.” It was thus very rarely that this

feeble, flaccid, monotonous, snadowy existence could

ever seem desirable. The famous passage in Job
is practically unique. For even though in Sheol

the wicked cease from troubling and the weary are

at rest ; though there the prisoners are at ease, and
they hear not the voice of the driver ; though there

small and great are equal, and the slave is free from
his master, yet few^ndeed, were the Israelites

—

and unrecorded their cry—^who asked. Wherefore
was light given to the miserable, or life unto the

bitter in soul And yet fewer were those ” who
longed for death but it came not, and dug for it

more than for hid treasures, who were glad even to

exultation, and rejoiced, when they could find the

grave.” Even in sorrow and suffering there would
not seem to have been many who felt thus.^ The
usual desire was to regain happiness on earth, and
to achieve a happy old age.

Moreover, as earth was the only possible scene

of valued life, it was almost inevitable that earthly,

aud'^ven material, prosperity should be assessed at

a high rate. It was the index of virtue and its

reward, though even within* the Old Testament
period we find the conception that suffering may be

a discipline, and that wisdom is better than rubies,

^ Ecclesiastes vii. i is exceptional. Cp. Sirach xli. 2.



390 THE OLD TESTAMENTAND AFTER ch.

and once even that God’s loving-kindness is better

than life. But though suffering may be disciplinal,

it could only be disciplinal for future happiness on
earth. A discipline of suffering which did not end
before death would have been meaningless. Though
wisdom may be better than riches, wisdom is yet

regarded as the source of riches : a wise and good
life ever accompanied by suffering and sorrow was
a perpetual challenge to the righteousness and power
of God. The explanation offered by Isaiah liii. was
exceptional, and in any case unsuited for suffering

as a whole. Universal self-sacrifice could no more
be an explanation of universal suffering than taking

in one another’s washing could be a universal method
of keeping the wolf from the door. And whether
the author of that wonderful chapter meant his

theory to explain Israel’s suffering as a whole or

only the suffering of a few remains uncertain.

The growth of a belief in retribution, and in a

life of glory or of pain, beyond the grave, changed
everything. Between the Old Testament and the

Rabbinic literature it put a huge gulf. The
words of Gunkel, which I have quoted so often,

are literally true. The doctrine of the resurrection

made so gigantic a change that one can justly divide

the history of Judaism into two sharply separated

sections : before the belief and after it.

And yet—it is a remarkable thing—the change
wrought was not quite as great as might have been
anticipated, or at all events not quite as greafT3B*it

could have been, not quite as great as was produced
by the doctrine upoff certain phases of Christianity.

For remember what the doctrine implied. In the

form in which it was accepted and remained
dominant, it implied that while earthly life was
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supremely important as a test, inasmuch as beyond
the grave there was no further chance for repentance,

its importance in itself was minute
;

its span was
limited

;
its sevenff or eighty years were a mere

flash in the pan compared with what was to follow.

And neither the joy nor t)f^ suflFering of earth was

comparable with the joy or the suffering of the

hereafter. It was not, therefore, wonderful that

to those for whom the joys and pains of the future

life seemed very certain and very near, the life of

earth should appear of no importance except as a

preparation and a discipline. Better to forgo all

happiness on earth and to secure the eternal happi-

ness of “ heaven.” Earthly sorrow and suffering

might, indeed, be jysfly welcomed if they were to

lead to an immortal beatitude. Earthly prosperity

might be justly held in suspicion if it was associated

with careless livin^'br with wickedness. And if

the joy of heaven was “ spiritual ” and the joy of

earth material, the second might reasonably be

despised in order to exalt the first more highly.

Moreover, to these very obvious considerations

could be added others of a more theological order.

Would not God be much nearer to the happy world
to come than He was to earth ? Was not earth the

theatre of schemes and machinations against His
rule ? What caused human sin ? Was it not, first

of all, the very flesh which in the world to come
would be no more ? Was it not, in the second

the plottings and deceptions of the Evil One ?

A world which was the arena of such plottings

was less Goa’s world than idie devil’s. It was a

scene of temptation and tribulation, fitted for tears

and for asceticism rather than for happiness and
well-being. Adversity was safer than prosperity,
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for the one was far more likely to lead to “ heaven,”

the other to hell. Not unjustly might prosperity

be regarded as the blessing of a book the eyes of

whose writers were fixed upon earth, and adversity

the blessing of a book the eyes of whose writers

were fixed upon heaven.

These theological considerations did not, how-
ever, affect the Rabbis, for they did not touch the

centre of their faith. They were either not believed

at all, or they were ideas which crossed their minds
here and there, but did not really possess and
dominate them. Even the other sort of considera-

tions affected them somewhat less than might have

been expected. In spite of the sufferings which
they underwent, and the persecutions which they

witnessed and endured, they never despaired of

earth or lost their attachment to it. They rarely

despised earthly or material prosperity. Earth
remained God’s earth and the theatre of His rule.

It was God’s creation originally, and He had never

relinquished His control. It was never, and had
never become, the devil’s world. And the very

purpose of it was that men might live in it happy
lives and not miserable lives, that men might be
righteous, not that they might be sinful. God
had faith in the world and (therefore) He created

it, and men were not made to be wicked, but to

be righteous. A small sentence like this seems
significant of much. Material things were God’s
gift, to be enjoyed, temperately it is true, biJf

not to be neglected. Asceticism is not unknown,
but it is not often commended. A desire to die

seems rare. Long life remains a blessing still.

There is a certain balance and temperateness in

the Rabbinic estimate of earthly life which is very
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noteworthy and even modern. At their best, this

balance and temperateness issue in a noble sancti-

fication of pure earthly pleasures and enjoyments

which we can rightly make much use of, and lay

much stress upon, even to-day. Sanctify thyself,

it is said, in what is permitted to thee.

Nevertheless, even with these noticeable and

important limitations, the effect of the resurrection

doctrine was gigantic. Indeed, inevitably gigantic.

The whole question ot suffering assumed a very

different aspect, and its pressure became ever so

much less. The prosperity of the wicked and the

woes of the good were no longer a necessary prob-

lem or puzzle. For the prosperity of the wicked
could be looked upon as a snare to drag him the

deeper into the mire, or, on a strictly retributional

theory, if “ wicked ” means the man who, on
balance, is far more bad than good, then his

prosperity can be regarded as the brief “ reward
”

of his meagre virtues. So, also, as to the woes of

the righteous. Either they are merely disciplinary,

or they arc the “ punishments ” of his meagre
sins. In the next world the balance is fully re-

dressed. The wicked will get everlasting punish-

ment for his misdeeds, the righteous everlasting

beatitude for his virtue. Earthly life becomes both

less important and more. It is less important
because of what is to follow, and also more. For
upon jit depends the quality of what is to follow.

‘y'^e^Tesults might be very diverse. One could be
gloomier about earthly life, or one could live earthly

life more gloomily, because of'the fear of the future.

So much depended upon it 1 It was so desperately

important : so terribly anxious 1 Or, again, one
could face all earthly trials and sorrows so much
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more bravely and cheerfully. They became either

so pettily insignificant, or so much to be welcomed
as a wise and reasonable preparation for heaven.

Death itself could be less feared or more, less

welcomed or more. For it might, indeed, be the

gateway to something which was infinitely superior

to earth, and, if the absurdity be permitted, still

more infinitely superior to Sheol
;

but then, again,

it might be the gateway to something which was

infinitely worse than the worst earthly misfortunes,

and even infinitely worse than the flabby emptiness

of Sheol I Here, again, we have to note what
were the actual effects and results of the resurrection

dogma in the Rabbinic religion, and what use we
may make of them to-day.

We find occasional depreciatory remarks about

earthly life, but on the whole, when we compare
the immense mass of the RaBoinic literature with

these occasional remarks, their significance seems

small. There is a well-known passage in- which
we are told that the school of Hillel disputed for

two and a half years with the school of Shammai
as to whether it would, or would not, have been

better for man had he never been created. They
finally concluded that it would have been better had
he not been created, but that as he has been, the

best thing for him is to test and examine his actions.

But this idea that it would have been better for

man had he never been created is quite isolated

and purely academic. The Midrash on Eccle^ftisUM.

seldom reflects the pessimism of the author. R.
Pinchas said : Since the days of man are but vanity

and like unto a shadow, what pleasure can be found
in life .i* Let him, therefore, occupy himself with,

the study of the Law, which alone is (true) life.
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Elsewhere, commenting on the verse that the day

of death is better than the day of birth, it is said

that when a man is born, he is reckoned with the

dead, and when he dies, with the living. When he

is born, all rejoice
;
when he dies, all weep. But it

should be just the reverse. For when he is born,

none knows if he will be good or bad, if he will

conquer temptations or succumb to them
;
when

he dies, we may fitly rejoice that he has passed away

in peace, and left a good name behind him. Two
ships were sailing on the sea, one leaving the

harbour, and another returning to it. There was

rejoicing over the first, and not over the second.

But a wise man said that one should not rejoice

over the outgoing ship, for none knows what dangers

it has to encounter
;
one should rather rejoice over

the ship which h?s safely come to port. Such
reflections are not « ail common. If the righteous

do not rejoice in this world while the wicked do,

that is exceptional, and not as it should be. This

world is God’s world as well as the next. It is

true that the unblushing materialism of Ecclesiastes,

or, at least, of one of its dominant moods, was too

much for the Rabbis, who say that wherever the

terms eating and drinking are used in the book,
they mean good works and proficiency in the Law.
On the whole, however, there is no frequent or

regular depreciation either of the material world as

such, or of material possessions. Leisegang goes

H^jo 'iar when he says that for Rabbinic Judaism
poverty is rather a hindrance to righteousness or to

spiritual bliss than a further^ce.^ It is untrue to

say that he who would live the ideal Pharisaic or

1 Hans Leisegang, Vneuma Hagion, Der Ursprung der Geistbegriffs der

synoptischen Evangelien aus der griechischen Mystik (1922;, p. 136, «. i.
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Rabbinic life must possess property or riches. It

is a travesty of the truth to say that all who suffer

are regarded by Rabbinic Jews as having been

punished by God. There are, as we have seen,

chastisements of love, just as there are sufferings

which none can explain. Poverty, too, is said to

suit Israel as its red trappings suit a white horse.

And in the Mishnah we are told that a morsel

of bread with salt thou must eat, and water by
measure must thou drink, thou must sleep upon
the ground, and live a life of trouble, the while

thou toilest in the Torah. There were very poor

Rabbis, as there were very rich ones, and that

poverty prevented goodness was never dogmatically

asserted. The truth is that the Rabbis were acute

and sensible enough to see that both wealth and
poverty had each its own specj^l moral danger. It

may, however, be true to say that the ideal condition

was supposed to be prosperity rather than adversity,

and moderate riches rather than immoderate poverty.

Intensely as the Rabbis esteemed the virtue of

charity, so keenly did they also deplore and dislike

a lack of independence or a life of beggary. So,

too, though they recognised the disciplinary char-

acter of bodily suffering,—and it is curious how
often they seem to limit the conception of suffering

to bodily suffering—they yet had an intense and
peculiar dislike of it. For three, they say, life is no
life : for him who has to look to the table of his

neighbour, for him who is ruled by his wif^ aillS

for him whose body is burdened by sufferings.

On the whole, the‘Rabbinic religion may be said

to urge moderate enjoyment, with a vivid conscious-

ness of the Author of the enjoyment, rather than

asceticism. To abstain from an innocent pleasure
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for the sake of abstention is not commended.
Pleasure as pleasure is not denounced, but it must
be innocent pleasure sanctified by gratitude to God,

It must never interfere with a higher duty. Material

pleasure is only then good when it is associated

with the Law ;
if it hinders study, or if it hinders

good works, if it is frivolous, boisterous, or licentious,

then it is severely rejected and reproved. Temperate

pleasure in, and with, the service of God is the

right pleasure, as, for example, the pleasure of a

pleasant Sabbath meal, because such a meal, and

the pleasure it affords, do honour to the Sabbath,

and are a sanctification and glorification of God.
One must have no enjoyment for which God
cannot legitimately be thanked. A man is for-

bidden to enjoy anything of this world without a

benediction, and whoever does so commits sacri-

lege. Or again : to enjoy without a benediction is

as though one robbed God. The usual and pre-

dominant Rabbinic view about the pleasures of the

senses is indicated in a well-known passage from
the tractate Taanith. Samuel (the Rabbi) said :

Whoever practises frequent fasting is called a

sinner. Such was the view of R. Eliezer Hakappar
bar Beribbi, for he interpreted the words of Numbers
vi. II to mean that the Nazarite had sinned by
abstention from wine. But if a man is called a

sinner who abstains from wine, how much more
he who abstains from everything ! (So Rab said

chat^e who has not eaten of everything which his

eye has seen will have to give an account of his

abstinence in the world to coihe !) But R. Eleazar,

on the contrary, said that the Nazarite was called
“ holy,” and he argued that if a man was called

holy because he abstained from wine, how much
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more should he deserve to be called holy who
abstains from everything ! Yet did not this same

R. Eleazar say that a man should always regard

himself as if holiness were within him (and there-
' fore he must not neglect his body by abstinence) ?

The difficulty is then sought to be solved by the

view that all depends upon whether a man can

endure abstinences or not. (Which again means,

I suppose, that for some abstinence or asceticism

will be a road to holiness and for some it will not.)

Resh Lakish said that a Rabbi or Rabbinic student

must not fast voluntarily because he thereby

diminishes his capacity for the work of heaven {j.e.

the study of the Law). We are told that after the

Temple was destroyed, the number of ascetics

increased who would not eat meat or drink wine.

They did this because the saq>-ifices and libations

had ceased. R. Joshua argued with them that to

be consistent they should abstain from bread or

fruit or even water, for all these were used in the

Temple services. They were silent. He said :

My view is that mourn one must, but not more than

is reasonable, because one must not ordain a decree

for the community which the community is not

able to endure. Rightly or wrongly, the Rabbis

do not, upon the whole, appear to have approved of

works of supererogation, or of establishing an ideal

of ascetic practices which only a small minority

could reach. The ideal must be more or less \^thin

the reach of all. A man may distinguish himselF
from the community by the number of hours a

day which he gives to study of the Law, but ap-

parently not by outward rigidity. The command-
ments of the Law are for all. And for the mass,

the bow must not be stretched too tightly. It is
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better that the Israelites should sin in error than

that they should sin deliberately by infringing a

decree. There were, however, individual Rabbis

who were ascetics, and who for particular purposes

accomplished great ascetic achievements. Thus we
hear of a R. Zera who, whet, he left Babylon for

Palestine, fasted for a hundred days in order to

forget the Babylonian method of Talmudic teach-

ing ! He then fasted another hundred days, so

that R. Eleazar should not predecease him, and

that he should not thereby have to take upon
himself the affairs of the community

;
and he finally

fasted another hundred days that the fire of hell

should have no power over him. Such stories as

that one of Chanina, for whom a measure of coarse

bread was enough food from week to week, seem to

me to show that theJRabbis were not the tiresomely

moderate and golden-mean sort of people whom,
in opposition to Christian asceticism, some of their

modern apologists would wish to make them out.

They knew what fervour meant, and they knew some-
thing of the passion, the exaggeration, and the para-

doxes of true religion. If a man makes himself con-

temptible for the words of the Law, eats dried dates,

wears dirty clothes, and stands as a doorkeeper at

the houses of the wise, so that every passer-by calls

him mad, all the Law will be with him in the end.

Nevertheless, it is true that enjoyment rather than

abstit^nce is their keynote : the enjoyment of

iihctification. As Patmore says :
“ They found

in nature’s common food, nothing but spiritual

joy.” “ Appetite, subjected ’ to observances, to

banquet went with full dehght.” If R. Simeon b.

Jochai, in his unmeasured enthusiasm for “ the

Law, the whole Law, and nothing but the Law,”
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declared that he who is studying out of dpors, and
interrupts his study to say, How beautiful is that

tree, is guilty of death, yet the code itself has drawn

up blessings on smelling fragrant plants or on

seeing trees blossoming for the first time in the

year. One can imagine Jesus using this blessing

with every satisfaction, but Paul might have been

too immersed with his new message to do so, too

convinced that the glory of this world was about

to pass away. Thus it runs :
“ Blessed art thou,

O Lord our God, King of the Universe, who hast

made Thy world lacking in nought, but hast created

therein goodly creatures and goodly trees where-

with to give delight to the children of men.” It

is a marvellous thing that the Rabbis in the midst

of persecution and trouble never lost their faith

in God’s justice and goodness, never hesitated to

allow that earth was God’s world and creation as

well as heaven, and that, at bottom, joy rather

than sorrow was the diviner life. A sentence like :

The righteous do not rejoice in this world
;

the

wicked rejoice in it, is exceptional. At any rate,

the world is specially out of joint when such a

contrast is inevitable.

We have seen that one of the great difficulties

for the Rabbis was the over-pressed doctrine of

measure for measure—no suffering without guilt.

The doctrine was, however, modified in two or three

directions. First, by recognition of the mystery of

evil and its absolute insolvability by man, as in tlTC

famous sentence of Abot (if that, indeed, be its

meaning); “ It is not in our power to explain the

sufferings of the righteops or the prosperity of the

wicked.” It is, however, very remarkable how
seldom this recognition that the problem is un-
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solvable seems put forward. Vastly more frecjuent

is the second modification that suffering is purifica-

tory or disciplinary ;
or the third, which may be

regarded as a variety of the second, that as no man
is wholly sinless, the “ righteous ” are punished for

their small measure of sinfulness in this world in

order that they may receive the unrestricted and

unpostponed delights and rewards of the world to

come.

When the famous utterance of R. Ammi, No
death without sin, no suffering without iniquity,

is discussed, the result, though rather incidentally

obser%'ed than greatly stressed, is obtained that there

is a death without sin and there is a suffering without

iniquity, which categoric statement is a distinct

advance upon Old Testament conceptions outside

Job. R. Eleazar b^Pedath said that of a hundred
deaths ninety-nine are due to the gall {i.e. the course

of nature) and only one to the hand of God. Rabba
went so far as to say that long life, children, and
nourishment depend not on merit, but on a lucky

star, or, as we should say, on chance : in other words,

they are not the reward of righteousness. And,
it is added, Rabba and Rab Chisda were both pious

Rabbis, and for both rain fell in answer to their

prayer. Yet Chisda lived till 92, and Rabba died

at 40. In Chisda’s house sixty marriages were
celebrated, in Rabba’s house there were sixty deaths.

In Q^isda’s house bread of fine meal was given to

Xlie very dogs, in Rabba’s house there was often not

barley meal enough for men. The finest thing in

the Talmud as to the impenetrable nature of the

problem, more especially foyr those who regard every

separate event as the direct decision of Deity, is the

story that Moses was told byGod about thewonderful
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knowledge 6f R. Akiba and how he would promul-

gate heaps upon heaps of injunctions (Halachoth :

decisions and ordinances). Moses asks to see him,

and is vouchsafed a vision of Akiba and his students.

After some further conversation Moses says to God,

Thou hast shown me his knowledge of the Law;
show me now his reward. Then the vision changes,

and Moses sees Akiba being tortured, and his flesh

being weighed in the butcher’s shop. Then Moses
says, For such knowledge is this the reward }

Silence, replies God, so I have determined.

Much more usually the pathway of suffering is

regarded as the necessary road through which one

must travel in order to reach the beatitudes of the

life to come. “ Thy rod and thy staff they comfort

me.” The rod is suffering. The staff is the Law.
“ Make known to me the path of life.” God
replies : Look upon sufferings. It is in a sense

only the good who receive sufferings, or whom God
finds it worth while to discipline in this way. Here,

again, sufferings mean only bodily pain, and it

seems amazing how the Rabbis accentuate bodily

suffering, and seem to ignore those far more acute

and terrible forms of suffering which have nothing

to do with the body, or which depend upon our
love for others. The suffering which is caused to

one man by the shame or the sin or the sorrow of

another is never (so far as I can see) alluded to.

Here, therefore, while we can use the Rafibinic

sayings about “ suffering,” we have greatly tT~

enlarge and spiritualise their reference. God, then,

sends His discipline of suffering only to those whose
hearts are soft as the lilyc If a man has two cows,

one weak, one strong, with which does he plough
With the strong. God does not “ try ” the wicked^
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for they could not endure it. So the flax dealer

beats only the soft flaxl The hard flax would un-

ravel. The good flax becomes only better by
beating. So the potter does not beat common ware.

He beats good vessels, which, however much he

beats them, never break. SuflFerings must be

received in love and without murmuring. So

far as they prevent a man from studying or from

prayer (I suppose public prayer is meant), they

are a discipline
;
so far as they do not have these

results, they are chastisements of love. Sufferings

bring forgiveness of sins, for which they are an atone-

ment. A man should rejoice in sufferings rather than

in prosperity
;

for through them, and not through

prosperity, does he win forgiveness. Beloved are

sufferings, for only through them were the three

good gifts of the land, the Law, and the world to come
given unto Israel, ne who has sufferings in this

world will have his share in the world to come. Like

the sacrifices they cause atonement, but they are

a more powerful and acceptable atonement, for

sacrifices affect a man’s money, sufferings his body.

Here, again, the poor and limited conception of

suffering is to be noted. If sufferings come upon
a man, let him scrutinise his deeds; if he has done so

and can find nothing wrong, let him attribute his

sufferings to neglect ofthe study of the Law; if, how-
ever, such neglect is not the cause, let him be sure

that hi| sufferings are chastisements of love. In other

^ords, the more apparently causeless the sufferings,

the more they are due to God’s love: they are a

purification and a preparation. ’ Over and over again

is the statement made tjiat God punishes the

righteous for the few bad deeds which they have

committed in this world in order to give them their
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full reward in the world to come, while the wicked

are rewarded for their few good deeds in this world

in order that they may be punished the more com-

pletely in the world to come. There is a certain

outwardness and mechanical cheapness in such an

utterance; one has the feeling as if God would

laugh at so clumsy, poor, external, “ scale-and-

balance ” way of estimating His rule
;
nevertheless,

it paved the way for something higher, and enabled

the average man to bear suffering with cheerfulness.

And not only ordinary suffering, but martyrdom.

Akiba found the difference between the pagan and

the Israelite in that the former, when sufferings

came, cursed his gods, while the Israelite was

enjoined to thank God both for the good and the

evil, both for weal and for woe, both for happiness

and for suffering. Though there are absurd dis-

cussions or statements about the limits and nature of

suffering—and minute inconveniences are reckoned

as sufferings, for legalism lays its rather coarsening

and vulgarising hands upon every conception in

heaven and earth—^yet there is also a fine sense of

the necessary and inevitable part which suffering has

to play in the education of man. Indeed, the

paradox is uttered that he who passes forty days

without suffering has already received his “ world

he cannot expect the recompense of the hereafter !

And sufferings are not merely to be received

with resignation, but with joy. Constantly is the

famous saying repeated, “ Those who are oppresseti^

and oppress not, who are reviled but reply not, who
act from love and rejoice in their sufferings, these

are the lovers of God, \Yho are as the sun when he
goes forth in his might.” How unmechanical I

How fervent 1 How impassioned 1 Rabbinic
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Judaism is the oddest mixture. You never know
where you have it.

I pointed out that the doctrine of the judgement
and the life to come had, or could have, a double

effect. It could cheapen earthly prosperity and
earthly sufferings. Neither became, or could be, so

important as it was when earthly life was all in all.

From this point of view, too, it made for cheerful-

ness. But if the stress is laid upon the judgement
and the requital, the effect might be the reverse.

For earthly life is more or less known, and death was
its close and its end. But what might befall in the

hereafter was unexperienced and dark. If the joys

could excel those of earth in intensity and duration,

so also could the sufferings. How, then, ought a

man to feel about the future } Should he be con-

fident or afraid ? ^ne source of fear the Rabbis

had not to encounter. No predestination doctrine

disturbed them. Nor were they worried by any
doctrine of the slavery of the will. We have seen

how they treated the evil inclination. Man was
frail, and liable to sin, but yet could obey the Law as

well as violate it. He could be good as well as bad,

and while God helped him to be good, no super-

human force or power “ helped ” him to be bad.

His will was not enslaved, but free. All was in the

power of heaven but the fear of heaven. That was
within the choice of man. What, therefore, was in

the mjpds of the Rabbis when they came to die was
^ot any theoretic trouble as to whether they were in

the category of the lost or the saved. Nor did they

adopt any theory of “ conversion.” How often do
they say man is judged by his condition at the

moment, and like Ezekiel they were rather too

inclined—at any rate theoretically or dogmatically
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inclined—to suppose that man could pass easily

from righteousness to sinfulness, and from sin-

fulness to righteousness. The terrors which
afflicted the writer of the Fourth Book of Ezra, or

the agonies which, on the common, but possibly

erroneous, interpretation of Romans vii., afflicted the

soul of Paul before his conversion, were entirely

foreign to them. They knew them not. For these

terrors and agonies were of the dogmatic order.

In spite of the occasional outbursts against the power
of the Yetzer ha Ra, the Evil Inclination, the Rabbis
do not appear to have been much bothered or moved
by such dogmatic considerations. The powerless-

ness of the unredeemed will, of human effort

unassisted by divine grace, did not present itself

to them as an awful problem and burden. They
believed that God did help towards goodness, but

they did not make any strong,*^theoretic opposition

between the “ natural ” and the “ regenerated
”

will, or between the state of “ grace ” and the state

of “ nature.” We may, I think, say that their

minds were filled by the following considerations.

On the one hand, there was the conviction that the

future life, the life of bliss and beatitude, was the

assured reward of Israel. Only very desperate

sinners would fail to secure it. Doubtless the

Rabbis believed—so at least I gather—that most
persons, including themselves, would receive some
purifying or disciplinary punishment after death or

at the judgement, but such punishment would b««

purgatorial and temporary. One finds sentences

such as this : All who go down to Gehenna come
up again, except those

,
classes who go down but

never come up, and these are they: the adulterers,

they who make their neighbour blush in public, and
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they who give to their neighbour an insulting

nickname (cp. Matthew v. 22). Such sayings must
not be taken too literally, but the tendency is clear

and the conviction plain. God is gracious and
compassionate

;
He does not deal with man accord-

ing to his sins ; He is forgiving and remembers
human frailty, and does not expect from man more
than average man can be expected to perform. The
examiner passes a candidate who has done reasonably

well: even the candidate who is placed in the first

class makes mistakes; he does not get full marks.

'So the kingdom of heaven may be obtained from
imperfection. All this, then, on the one hand

;

on the other hand, purgatorial punishments, even

though temporary, may be, for all we know, exceed-

ingly disagreeable, unpleasant, and long. And when
the Rabbis were not engaged in contrasting Israel

with the nations, ^hey were humble enough, and

their faults and frailties rose vividly into their minds.

Moreover, the complementary doctrine (whether

consistent with the preceding or no) that God
requited every one according to his works, and that

He was the righteous judge, was no less a conviction

than the belief in His compassion and forgiveness.

And that there was to be a judgement, that the

deeds of every Israelite wovld be weighed and

tested and punished or rewarded, that there was
a future both of beatitude and of pain (either

temporary and purgatorial, or eternal and merely

retrilSutive)—all this was for the Rabbis as certain

as that the sun would rise to-morrow. It was not,

as for so many of us, a hopef but a conviction. It

was not merely a feeling that this life cannot be all,

but it was a definite corfviction both that another

life is absolutely assured, and that no one could be
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absolutely certain what his position in that life was

going to be. I am inclined to think that there is

still something to be gained by us from this Rabbinic

point of view. It seems sensible and sane. If there

IS to be a future life which has any relation or con-

nection with the earthly life, there must, one would
surmise, be some sort of judgement. It may be an

immanent, rather than an external, judgement. It

may be development and necessary sequence much
more than punishment and reward. But that sin here

can have no effect upon existence “ there ” seems

absurd. On the other hand, character is mysterious,

and love is supreme. Thus the Rabbinic attitude of

hope and fear seems to me by no means foolish, obso-

lete, or slavish. It seems almost common sense. For
fear one would, indeed, substitute solemnity. The
idea of retributive punishment is

in so far as it may still be ri

preventive of sin or crime. But “ punishment ” as

necessary sequence, or as disciplinary, is sensible

enough. For either there is another life in relation

with this life, or there is not. If there is not, there

is an end of the matter; if there is, one cannot look

forward to it without solemnity, responsibility, and
even awe. One may also be hopeful, one may also

confide whole-heartedly in God’s love, one may also

desire the unimaginable joys and developments, one
may also long for the rest or the peace or the reunions,

but I do not think that one reasonably can, or

religiously should, omit the solemnity and the awe.

The death-bed scenes in the Rabbinic literature,

and its remarks and reflections upon the subject of

death, may be utilised in the light of what has

just been said. By the critics of Rabbinism the

very familiar utterances of R. Jochanan b. Zakkai

passing away, except

ghtly regarded as a
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are usually given as a striking example of Rabbinic
anxiousness and fear. It forms one of the regular

pikes justificatives of the usual criticism. Legal-

ism could only produce terror : one could never

satisfy God on a legalistic basis. To be confi-

dent and happy in the hour of death one needs

the faith which Paul after his conversion was to

introduce into the world. Faith in the redemptive

work of Jesus can destroy that very fear which
Jesus himself bade his disciples show. “ Fear him,”

said Jesus, “ who is able to destroy both soul and
body in hell. Fear him who, after he has killed,

has power to cast into hell; yea, I say unto you,

fear him.” Precisely so R. Jochanan b. Zakkai,

when his disciples visit him as he lies upon his

death-bed, and he weeps, and they ask the reason,

replies : If they were about to bring me before a

king of flesh and b!ood, who is here to-day and in

his grave to-morrow, whose wrath, if he be angry
with me, is no eternal wrath, whose bonds are no
eternal bonds, whose death, if he kill me, is no
eternal death, whom I might soften with Words and
bribe with money, nevertheless I might weep : but

now that they bring me before a King who is the

King of kings, who is eternal, whose wrath, etc.,

should I not weep } Moreover, two ways are before

me
; one leads to Paradise, and one to Hell, and I

do not know along which way they will make
me gch—should I not weep } What is remarkable

in the story is not that the Rabbi weeps—
or, as we should say, feels a certain awe— but

that the contrast is between* Paradise and
between eternal happiness, and eternal punishment
(or annihilation). Punishment is here regarded as

retributive, and not as purgatorial. Nevertheless,
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except for grave and hardened sinners a purifying,

and not a perpetual retributory, punishment seems
to have been regarded as the usual lot. The classical

passage in the tractate Rosh ha Shanah distinctly

says : It was taught in the school of Shammai that

in the Judgement Day there would be three classes

of men: the completely righteous, the completely

wicked, and the in-betweens. Now, clearly the

great mass of Israelites must belong to class three.

Of them it is said, “ They go down into Hell

(Gehinnom) and howl (through pain), but come up
again.” The justifying verse is Zachariah xiii. 9 ,

which clearly shows that the punishment is regarded

as purificatory. There is a special mysterious class

of Israelites who sin “ with their body.” These
are punished in the fire of hell for a year, and then

annihilated, body and soul. Who they are seems
doubtful: Rab said. They whd'wore no Tephillin.^

Lastly, there are the “ completely wicked.” These
comprise : the heretics, the informers, the apos-

tates, those who deny the divinity of the Law or

the resurrection of the dead, they who dissociate

themselves from the community, they who bring

terror upon the land, and they who sin and cause

others to sin in the manner of Jeroboam—these are

punished for ever in hell. In view of the frequent

statement that the Rabbis were only strict as regards

moral deeds, and were tolerant as regards opinions,

it is amusing to notice that most of the eternal

denizens of hell are precisely the men of fals

opinions and false beliefs.

It is noteworthy that the Rabbis, like Jesus and
the author of the Fourth Gospel, show no compunc-

^ Dr. Abrahame writes :
“ The commentaries on the Talmud find this

explanation itself much in need of explanation.**
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tion for the lot of fhe wicked. The unrepentaht
sinner deserves hell or annihilation, and he gets

what he deserves. “ Depart into the fire,” says

Jesus to the wicked, and he does not seem either to

pity their fate, or to worry and puzzle about the

constitution of a world, or the character of a God,
that has brought about so tragic a consummation.
“ Few,” said Jesus, “ find the small gateway. Broad
is the path which leads to destruction, and many
pursue it.” The Rabbis shared the same insensitive-

ness, except that they seemed disposed to consider

that a very large percentage of Israelites would
attain eternal bliss, while a very large percentage

of Gentiles would be doomed to annihilation or

Gehenna. It is to the eternal credit of the author

of the Fourth Book of Ezra that he, a solitary excep-

tion, is seriously concerned with the future fate of

the wicked. It is*to him a subject of pain and
horror. He cannot, indeed, rid himself of the

dread doctrines of his circle. He is far less opti-

mistic than the Rabbis as to the proportions of
“ saved ” and ” lost.” Even of the Israelites few
would reach the goal of everlasting bliss. He cannot

indignantly upset the odious doctrine as grossly

inconsistent with the character of a loving God.
But, unlike Jesus and the Rabbis, he cannot consign

a number of people to hell without pity and anguish.

He is harried by a terrible dilemma. His feelings

of pitj and justice pull him one way; his inherited

and orthodox doctrines pull him the other. Ortho-
doxy has to triumph; the reasons given are feeble

in the extreme; but the notable thing is that the

inward conflict took place. He did feel sorry.

GUnkel calls this new sensitiveness the mark of a

weak nature. It seems rather the mark of a new
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insight which we may hail with joy. What a gulf

separates him from those who could find in the

torments of the lost an extra satisfaction for the

saved 1 He feels bound to submit to the supposed

decrees of God, but at all events he questions them.

He does not realise how infinitely superior he is to

the supposed God at whose judgements he must not

cavil. He feels sure that his doubts are wrong,

whereas these doubts, so isolated, so exceptional, so

unparalleled, do him really the highest credit. I

am not aware whether he had any successor till

quite modern times. Let us, then, love and honour
this old Jew, born so many ages before his time.

At last he has come to his own; at last he has won
glory and recognition. How, he asks, can God be

rightly called compassionate if the major portion of

the souls whom He creates are^to live or perish in

misery ? “ If Thou art going to destroy him who
was fashioned by Thy command, to what purpose

was he made ?
” “ Better is it with the beasts than

with man. For they have no judgement to look

for, neither do they know of any torture or of any
salvation promised to them after death.” “ The
coming age shall bring delight to few, but torment

to many,” and the heart of the writer is wrung, even

though the torment may be called deserved because

of sin. And yet such is the burden of the orthodoxy

to which he feels compelled to do homage that he
thinks he must make this divine fashioner qf hell

and torment declare :
“ Thou comest far short of

being able to love My creation more than I ”
!

Surely such a God, one would suppose, loved it far

less I ,

To return, however, to the Rabbis. By no means
all of them, on their death-beds or beds of sickness,
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felt as R. Jochanan b. Zakkai. Thus, in the case

of R. Eliezer, it is recorded that Akiba, on visiting

him and perceiving his suffering, laughed. On
being questioned by the other disciples as to his

strange conduct, he said. So long as I saw tha:t

the master’s wine did not become sour, or his flax

did not crumble, or his oil become putrid, or his

honey rancid, I thought perhaps, which God forbid,

that the master had received his “ world ” already,

but now that I see the master in pain, I rejoice.

Then Eliezer said to Akiba, Have I been wanting
in anything of the whole Torah ? Akiba replied.

Master, hast thou thyself not taught us, “ There
is no man upon earth who is always good and
never sins.” Here the great anxiety of Jochanan
b. Zakkai seems exchanged for the too great con-

fidence of Eliezer. Again, when R. Joshua was
dying, he bade his disciples bury him in white

garments, because he was not ashamed of his

deeds and was worthy to receive the presence of

his Creator. R. Simeon b. Jochai was more con-

ceited still. He is reported to have said that how-
ever few the children of the “ upper chamber ” who
stand before the Shechinah might be, he and his

son would certainly be found among them. If there

were but two, those two would be himself and his

son. Such a whimsical paradox as this must have
had some peculiar reason. R. Jochanan bade his

disciples bury him in clothes which were neither

white nor black, “ so that if I stand among the

righteous I need not be ashamed, and if I stand

among the wicked I need not hlush.” The follow-

ing story, which only partially bears upon the sub-

ject before us, is too quaint not to be given in full.

R. Eleazar was ill, and R. Jochanan went to visit
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him. He saw that he was lying in a dark room,

so he bared his arm and a brightness was radiated

therefrom. He noticed that R. Eleazar was weep-
ing. He said to him, Why do you weep ? Is it

because you have not applied yourself enough to

the study of the Law ? We have learned that it

matters not whether a man does much or little, so

long as he directs his heart to God. Is it because

of the lack of food ? Not every one has the merit

of two tables. Is it because of your childlessness ?

See here is the bone of my tenth son I R. Eleazar

replied, I weep because of your beauty which will

decay in the earth. R. Jochanan said to him. Well
dost thou weep on that account. And they both

wept. After a while he said to him, Are your
sufferings dear to thee ? He replied. Neither

they nor the reward they bring. He said to him.

Give me your hand. He gave him his hand, and
R. Jochanan raised him up (healed him). Here
R. Jochanan presents a moderate point of view, re-

moved alike from over-confidence and over-anxiety.

So, too, when R. Gamaliel read the verse in Psalm xv.,
“ He who does these things shall never be moved,”
he wept. Must a// be done in order to gain the

hereafter.'* Who can do a/l? But Akiba com-
forted him, for he pointed out that what the passage

really meant was that he who does even only one of

these things shall never be moved 1 Moreover, no
limit was placed to the power of repentanqp. A
man could be a lifelong sinner and repent on his

death-bed, and find forgiveness, and there is more
than one such story recorded in the Talmud. Of
such tardy repentance aijd its result the saying of
“ Rabbi ” is recorded : There are those who acquire

the world to come with labour in years upon years;
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there are those who acquire it in an hour. And
this saying became familiar. Yet R. Mattai the

Arbelite said ; Grow not careless of retribution.

The love of God must not wholly drive out fear.

A man should fear every day. He is to say, Woe is

me, perhaps punishment may reach me to-day or

to-morrow. When he is prosperous, he is not to

say, Because I have deserved it, God has given me
food and drink in this world, and the “ capital

”

awaits me in the hereafter; but he is to say. Woe
is me, perhaps only one single “ merit ” has been

found in me. He has given me food and drink

here that He may deprive me of the world to come.
On the whole, howevei, it would seem that the

thought of divine mercy was never really far off.

Two great intercessors plead for every man : re-

pentance and good jjyorks, and the Talmud goes on
to say. Even if nine hundred and ninety deeds

declare him guilty, and only one declares “ merit,”

he is delivered (based upon Job xxx. 23). More-
over, death itself was regarded as a great atonement.

The formula for a death-bed confession (which the

Talmud enjoins upon all), now printed in the

orthodox Prayer Book, though post-Talmudic, is in

complete accordance with its spirit. “ If my death

is fully determined by Thee, I will accept it from
Thy hand in love. May my death be an atonement
for all the sins, iniquities, and transgressions of which
I hav^ been guilty against Thee.” Even for a

criminal who was to be put to death, confession

and death were adequate atonement. Every one who
confesses (his sin) has a portion*in the world to come.

Thus Joshua bade Achai\ confess, and if Joshua
said to him, “The Lord shall trouble thee this

day,” the passage means, On this day thou shalt be
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troubled, but not in the world to come,—a fine

and happy instance of Rabbinic exegesis 1 If the

criminal does not know how to confess, they bid him
repeat these words :

“ May my death be an atone-

ment for all my sins.”

In the orthodox Prayer Book the dying man
prays :

“ Vouchsafe unto me of the abounding happi-

ness that is treasured up for the righteous. Make
knpwn to me the path of life : in Thy presence is

fullness of joy
;

at thy right hand are pleasures for

evermore.” This is quite Rabbinic, for though, as

we have seen, earthly life and its joys were not

despised, yet the joys of the hereafter were set high

above them, and the joys and rewards which the

Psalmists and other Biblical writers often picture or

describe are constantly interpreted by the Rabbis

(as in the last quotation) to mean the joys and rewards

of the world to come. Sufferings were “ very good,”

because they were the God-appointed pathway to

this goal : they were the key which opened the gates.

The words of the sick Rabbis who, in answer to the

question :
“ Are thy sufferings dear to thee ? ” reply,

“ Neither they nor the reward they bring,” must be

regarded as whimsical and unusual. They do not

represent the usual Rabbinic point of view. The
life to come and its joys are the final and adequate

reply to the puzzles and troubles of earth. The
famous bird’s-nest story is thoroughly characteristic.

“ Honour thy father and thy mother,” runs the fifth

word, “ that it may be well with thee, and tfiat thy

days may be prolonged in the land which the Lord
thy God giveth thee.”' And in Deut. xxii. 7 ,

where
there is a prohibition against taking the mother bird

with its eggs and its young, the promise of the same
reward in almost the same terms is appended to the
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command. Now one day a father said to his son,

Climb that tree, and bring me the young birds. The
son climbed the tree, and took the young birds and
let the mother go. But as he came down the tree,

he fell and was killed. Where was the well-being,

and where the prolongation of his days ? There-

fore the promise of the reward must refer to the

world which is altogether good and altogether long 1

In the discussion which follows one recitation of

this story, one Rabbi goes so far as to say that there

is no reward for any command in this world. Yet
that, again, is not the prevailing impression one gains;

it is not the usual point of view. There is, indeed,

a famous passage in the Mishnah which enumerates

the virtues the fruits {i.e. re>vards) of which a man
enjoys in this world, while the stock or capital is

reserved for him in^the world to come. This list,

which elsewhere is quoted with variations, comprises

the virtues of honouring father and mother, charity,

making peace between man and man, and, above all,

the study of the Law. Thus here the very virtue,

the doubt as to the earthly reward of which was
suggested by the bird’s-nest story, is singled out as

ope of the four special virtues for which reward is

to be expected upon earth as well as in heaven.

In any case, however, the greater reward in Rabbinic

judgement is always reserved for the world to come.
And the ultimate theodicy is always there. “ What
hope of comfort or redress Behind the veil, behind
the veu.” In this explanation of evil the Rabbis
and the Victorian poet are at one.

In the details of their eschatology the Rabbis

do not give us much help. • The distinctions which
they draw between the Messianic Age and the

world to come, between the life on a regenerated
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earth and the life after the judgement in hekven,

are not always clear, and in any case of no present-

day value or interest. They are only of interest

to the historian or the compiler of eschatological

ideas. In themselves they are obsolete. We find

in the Rabbinical literature a double strain, just as

we find it in the New Testament. According to

the first, the dead sleep in their graves till the day
of resurrection. According to the second, they

enter Paradise or Hell at once. The two strains

are never clearly and consistently combined. The
resurrection life appears to be conceived as a life

with a body and soul, like the present life on earth,

though the “ body ” was doubtless supposed by
most Rabbis to be other and purer than the body
of “ this world.” So far as the two strains can

be harmonised with each other, it would seem as

if the notion was that the spirit after death lived

on by itself, receiving a preliminary dose of either

punishment or reward. At the resurrection the

body rises, and each spirit is joined to its body, and
the personality of reunited body and soul receives its

judgement, and remains reunited for ever. There
are many entirely obsolete materialistic and super-

stitious conceptions in the Rabbinic teachings about

the resurrection which need not concern us. They
belong to the theological lumber-room ; and what
a huge room that is I Nevertheless, it would be
unfair to suppose that the Rabbis conceived of the

life of the world to come, and more especially of

the happy life after the judgement, as a mere copy
of this world, and that they revelled in a material

heaven with material apd sensuous joys. That is

not so. For them, as for Jesus, there was no
marrying nor giving in marriage in the world to
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come, and it is not a mere apologist’s partiality

when the famous words of the fourth-century Rabbi
are continually quoted as the common view of at

least the higher and better Rabbinic opinion. “ Not
like this world is the world to come. In the world
to come there is neither eating nor drinking

; no
procreation of children or business transactions

;

no envy or hatred or rivalry
;
but the righteous sit

enthroned, their crowns on their heads, and enjoy

the lustre of the Shechinah.” In that world too,

as Jesus also taught, the conditions of this world
will also in other ways be reversed. Those above
here will there be below, and those below here

will there be above. Those in high places here will

there be despised, and those despised here will there

be honoured. This world is transitory : that world

is abiding. This i/^rld is a mere hotel or caravan-

serai : that world is a house or home. The finest

thing about the hereafter in Rabbinical literature

is that saying by R. Jacob, which I fear I have

quoted almost ad nauseam. Yet it bears much
repetition. It should be very familiar to Jewish
readers, because it is included in the Sayings of

the Fathers, that short treatise of the Mishnah
which forms a portion of the orthodox Prayer Book

(P* 1 37)' “This world is like a vestibule before

the world to come
;
prepare thyself in the vestibule

that thou mayest enter into the hall.” Then follows

the wqpderful paradox :
“ Better is one hour of

repentance and good deeds in this world than the

whole life of the world to come ;
but better is one

hour of blissfulness of spirit Jh the world to come
than the whole life of this; world.” Mr. Singer’s

rendering of the Hebrew by “ blissfulness ” is,

perhaps, not sufficiently literal. The word means
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literally “ cooling,” hence appeasement, or calm, or

satisfaction, or refreshment of spirit. The Hereafter

is the life of peace, yet not the life of stagnation,

but of that peace which is satisfying and fully

conscious.^ It is the peace which, in the words of

Paul, “ passes understanding.”

It may be asked how far in ethical matters docs

the Rabbinic literature supplement or go beyond
the Old Testament ? The reply would, I think,

be that while the virtues it inculcates are pretty

much the same, there are some fresh touches, some
new eiftphasis, and some refinements, delicacies,

and distinctions. In passion and paradox it seems
to stand between the, at first sight, rather pedestrian

morality of the book of Proverbs on the one hand,

and the ardour and fervency of the Gospels upon
the other. Jesus expected the end of the old

world order to come soon
;

the Rabbis did not.

Jesus could teach ;
“ Sell al/ that you have and

give it to the poor,” at least as a counsel of perfec-

tion. Examples of such a complete “ giving ” are

known to the Rabbis. R. Yoshbab did so. The
case of King Monobaz was famous, and the reasons

which he gave are closely similar to the reason

suggested in Matthew vi. i. Yet the Rabbis
preferred upon the whole that a large regular

percentage of a man’s income should be used for

charitable purposes. At one time the amount was
fixed at a fifth. For they desired that l;jhe rich

^ It appears to me to be doubtful whether the Rabbis had any conception of

the modern idea of development and progressive activity in the hereafter. Dr.
Abrahams writes ;

“ The idea Vas certainly known to them, for they speak of

the righteous as ‘ going from strength to strength ’ in the heavenly realms

until the very presence of God is n-sached.” This, however, is not (it seems
to me) the same thing as the modern idea of the future life comprising action

and production as well as contemplation, and an increase in righteousness as

well as in knowledge.
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man should act in such a manner that every year,

for twenty, thirty, or forty years, he might give a

considerable portion of his income to the poor. Or
even that he might make loans,—loans, bien entendu^

without interest. For to lend, in certain circum-

stances, was better than to give. The point of

view is different. The Rabbis were not blind to

the effect of charity upon the giver, but they

thought still more of its utility to the recipient.

As very much the greater part of the Rabbinic

literature is later than the fall of Jerusalem or than

the Hadrianic revolt, so one seems to perceive in

their ethics, and in its social implications, that the

beginnings of the small Jewish communities of the

Middle Ages are foreshadowed. “ Rich and poor

meet together
;

the Lord is the maker of them
all.” All belong to Israel, and all form part of

one ” bundle.” Tnere is no “ submerged tenth,”

and the masses who know not the Law, the out-

casts and the despised ones of the Gospels—so

far as they actually existed in the days of Jesus

(the precise nature and extent of these classes are

disputed)—have disappeared, or are gradually dis-

appearing. Among the Jewish communities from
the second and third centuries onwards there was
probably much less occasion and opportunity for

that missionary and redemptive enterprise which
may have been requisite in the first half of the first

centujy, and which was so ardently demanded, and
so graciously carried out, by the Prophet of Nazareth.

Poor and rich were now less separated from one

another, and the number of Outcasts who belonged

to the fold, but yet, through poverty and anguish

of spirit, disobeyed the Law, and were neglected

and despised because they did so, was probably
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very small. A common suffering had drawn alL

classes closely together, and no one could remain a

Jew who had not a certain moral fibre or a certain

religious attachment. Meanwhile, the virtues of

benevolence and charity became more and more
deeply ingrained in the Jewish character. They
form one of the finest chapters in the ethics of

Rabbinic and mediaeval Judaism, and in depth and
delicacy and development go beyond anything that

we find in the Old Testament, nor are they behind

what we find in the New. But it is not possible

to do more than allude to the subject in this place.

It is an interesting fact that the Rabbinic word
for almsgiving is the Biblical word for righteous-

ness. The Hebrew word Zedakah came to mean
beneficence, and from beneficence it was not a

large step to almsgiving. JVhatever praise is

given by the Biblical writers to righteousness is

quoted by the Rabbis in favour of almsgiving. It

delivers from death and is an atonement for sin.

It is greater than all sacrifices put together. It

hastens the advent of the Messiah. He who gives

only a small gift to the poor is worthy to receive

the face of the Shechinah. But the Rabbis make
distinctions. One must give wisely, one must give

joyfully, one must cause others to give, and above
all, one must give delicately. He who gives alms
in secret is greater than Moses. And even here

there may be a delicate difference. Sonaetimes

the right thing may be to know to whom one
gives, but that the recipient should not know who
is the giver, and sometimes it may be the right

thing that the recipient should know who has given,

but that the giver should not know who has received.

The highest rank of benevolence is attained when
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neither side knows. He who in his almsgiving

causes his fellow-creature to blush is severely con-

demned. But the rule is laid down that, though
almsgiving “ weighs ” as much as all the other

commands put together, the man who begs from
door to door is not to be relieved. Nevertheless,

there are limitations to the limitation. A wander-

ing beggar must be given food and money for a

night’s lodging. If he remains over the Sabbath,

he must be given food for three meals. And when
one Rabbi objected that the rule not to give to the

beggar might, if strictly followed, end in his death,

another replied that the rule only meant that he

was not to receive a large gift, but only a small

one ! It seemed to the Rabbis as if God had

created rich and poor that the former might gain
“ merit ” by helping the latter. Thus, the benefit

which the poor confers upon the rich is far greater

than that which the rich confers upon the poor.

Has not the poor enough in his poverty ? To
withhold the gifts that are their due—the “ tenth,”

the gleaning, and so on—is robbery. God tests

and tries both poor and rich. He tries the rich, if

he will be generous to the poor
;
he tries the poor,

if he will accept his poverty without murmuring
against God. If God had so devised His world

that all were equal, what opportunity for goodness

would there be Yet, as we have seen, the Rabbis

did nijt think lightly of poverty, and many of them
had experienced it.

“ All sufferings in the one

scale and poverty in the other
;

the scales are

balanced”—such is one of their sayings. No
wonder then that they .esteemed the virtue of

benevolence very highly.

Yet almsgiving is, after all, only the lesser portion
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of charity^ It does not say, remarks one Rabbi,

Blessed is he who gives to the poor, but. Blessed

is he who considers the poor. To almsgiving in the

narrower sense they opposed the doing of loving-

kindnesses, or, as we should say, charity or love.

The familiar passages about gemiluth chesadim,

or the practice of love, are perhaps almost too

familiar to quote, and yet it would be unfair

not to quote them 1 For they have sunk deep
into the Jewish consciousness, and it is through
them that Jews of to-day, even though they may
not know their wording, have really learnt to

believe in the importance of charity and loving

deeds. I am the last person to deny the beauty

of the New Testament passages about love. But,

in a sense, Jews need them very much less than

they need the emancipating sayings of Jesus about

defilement. They have their own Rabbinic
passages, which have stimulated to fair and loving

actions, no less than Christians have their passages

in the New Testament. Each line of development

is independent of the other. If Akiba said of the

command, “ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as

thyself,” that it was the injunction of the Law
which included all the others, the Kelal, or norm,
for them all, such a saying from such a man had
the most far-reaching influence. Then there is the

familiar a fortiori saying about love and sacrifice.

Almsgiving is greater than all the sacrificqg, but

love is greater than almsgiving. Perhaps most
influential of all has been the exceedingly familiar

saying : Love and alhisgiving are as important as

all the other commands,of the Law put together.

The value of almsgiving is only perfected by, or

proportionate to, the Jove which accompanies it.



m RABBINfc LITERATURE 425

The distinction between “ love ” and “ pity
”

is

not always clearly maintained. Doubtless pity

would often be used as a synonym for love, ac in

the saying ; He who withholds pity from his

neighbour is reckoned as an idolater ; he throws

pff from himself the yoke of neaven. The yoke of

heaven, or the yoke of the kingdom, is often com-
bined with love. The Law in its wisdom declares :

Receive upon you the yoke of the kingdom of

God’s name, and make one another walk in the

fear of heaven, and habitually practise loving deeds

towards each other. Charity is greater than alms-

giving, for charity is not limited to money, and may
be extended and shown to the rich as well as to the

poor. There were certain special and constantly

recurrent actions which appeared to the Rabbis to

be especially nece^ary and desirable exhibitions of

charity. Such were to visit the sick, to accompany
the wayfarer on his journey, to attend weddings
and funerals, and to help in the dowry of poor

brides and in the burial of the poor. To redeem
the prisoner was also a work of love, and hospitality

was another. Bring the poor into thine own
house, runs the Rabbinic adage

;
hide not thyself

from thine own flesh. To clothe the naked
was also a work of love. And that is why the

saying went that the Law begins with a deed of

love and ends with it, for God made unto Adam
and Rve coats of skin and clothed them, and he

buried Moses in the valley of Moab. In the

world to come man will be asked : What was your

occupation.? If he replies,*! fed the hungry,

they will say to him. Thisis the gate of the Lord ;

enter in. And the same will be said to him who
has given drink to the thirsty, clothed the naked,
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nurtured the orphan, or done any other “ action of

love.” The truest kindness, chesed shel emet, was
that shown to the dead, for they could make no
return. The famous verse in Micah is interpreted

as meaning to give alms and to do loving deeds, while

to walk humbly before God is also made to signify

charity. For whereas usually the burial of the dead
and giving a dowry to the bride (and thus enabling

her to marry) are regarded as examples of charity,

here they are named as examples ofwalking modestly
before God. And it is added : As the Law (note

that here Torah includes* the Prophets) prescribes

modesty in matters which are usually done in

public, how much more does it urge modesty in

things which are done in secret } The stories of

Rabbinic delicacy in almsgiving and charity are

numerous and touching, but tljey cannot be men-
tioned here.

It is interesting to note that with childlike

methods of almsgiving the Rabbis also combined
quite modern ideas upon the subject. Thus, on
the one hand, we hear of a rich Rabbi who was
wont to wrap gold pieces in bits of cloth, and to

throw them behind him. The poor picked them
up, and he knew not who received them. Or we
hear of others who gave costly and delicate viands

to impoverished persons, because before their im-
poverishment they had been accustomed to such fare.

Yet these very Rabbis were aware that their gharity

could be abused. It is true that they said that we
must be grateful to the deceivers, for if it were not

for them, we should sin every day (in refusing to

give, Deut. xv. 9), but they judged deception pretty

severely all the same. He who shams blindness

or commits other similar tricks will not die before



m rabbin!c literature 427

a real calamity has befallen him. It is true that

he who refuses to give alms is as if he worshipped
an idol, but yet he who takes alms before he needs

them will not die before he needs them really. And
to lose one’s independence seemed to the Rabbis
one of the worst of evils. Any occupation rather

than begging 1 Not to require the gifts of men of

their loans is one of the requests included in the

daily grace after meals. And though we are told

of the Rabbi who gave away his pieces of gold by
that curious method, it is stated by another (and

more distinguished) Rabbi that to lend is better

than to give, while to give in order to set up a man
in business, or to go into partnership with him in

business, is the best of all methods of relief. He
who gives to the poor and lends to them without

interest, exclaims^ the Midrash, with the usual

oriental exaggeration, is rewarded by Holy Writ as

if he had obeyed all the commands. The hatred

of interest on money was as marked with the Rabbis

as with the Greek philosophers. He who lends

on interest is regarded by the Scripture as if he had
committed all the evil and all the sins of the world.

The usurer is as bad as one who denies God. He
is even worse. For he falsifies the whole Law and
makes out Moses a fool, and says. If Moses had

known what profit we make, he would not have

forbidden usury ! See, say the Rabbis, how the

creatqres of God lend to and borrow from one

another. Day borrows from night and night from
day. Many other fanciful examples are given.

And God says ; See how miSch I lend, and I take

no interest, and how much the earth lends, and she

takes no interest. I only take back my capital (the

soul), and she only takes back her capital (the body).
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Woe to him who exacts interest. Nor were the

Rabbis entirely averse to, or ignorant of, the art of

making “ inquiries ” before giving “ relief,” though
they perhaps had more primitive ideas about such
inquiries than the C.O.S. There is a discussion in

the Talmud , on the subject of inquiries as to clothing

and as to food, one Rabbi maintaining that inquiries

should be made as to requests for clothing and
not as to requests for food, while another Rabbi
holds the opposite. One must not inquire as re-

gards the clothing, argues the one Rabbi, because

there is an indelicacy in* examining as to a man’s
clothing, but not as to his food. One mtist not

inquire as regards the food, argues the other,

because a hungry man suffers pain. The spattt of

these discussions is still of value for us to-dayv

The love and loving deeds ^.which the -l^abbis

demanded from their disciples, or which thc^held
up as an ideal, were illustrated and particularji^ in

all sorts of ways. Pity, gentleness, sympathyi' for-

giveness were all strongly inculcated, just as ‘ thifeir

opposites—including the giving of pain in word pr
deed, and any lack of consideration and delicacy—

y

were severely reprobated. Hence the constantly

quoted injunctions to be of the persecuted and the

oppressed rather than of the oppressors and the

persecutors. It is pointed out that the very animals
appointed for the sacrifices illustrate this preference,

for God says. Sacrifice to Me from the pers<;cuted

and not from the persecutors. Better be the cursed
than the curser, Call the oppressed happy rather,

than the oppressors. 'Show pity, and God will show '

you pity. Learn to endure sorrow with paticncC

and to pardon offences. As God repays evil with
good, so do thou. Why does the Law say, “ Thou
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shalt not hate thy brother in thy heart ? ” Because

a man might think that he must not inflict any
bodily harm upon his neighbour, or not curse him,

but the Law declares that even in the heart no
hatred is to be felt. The injured party must for-

give leven as the injurer must beg forgiveness. So
the L-aw stands codified in the Mishnah. Even
thoug|i. the injurer pays the injured party a com-
pensai^n, he is not forgiven till he seeks his pardon,

ljut ijf|he injured does not then forgive, he is called

sava|^ For the sin of a man against his neigh-

bour idle Day of Atonement works no forgiveness

till he ’4ias become reconciled with his neighbour.

I dofiiOt think that much need, or can legitimately,

be hwide of the saying of R. Jose bar Chanina, who,

playing upon the words of Genesis 1 . 17, declares

that a man is not to ask forgiveness from his neigh-

bour^ ihore than tlftee times, though I freely admit

that |he saying exists, and that I was in the wrong
whe|i» some years ago, I contended that Canon
Clsftiles was inaccurate in contrasting this Rabbinic

utferanfe. vfith the famous utterance of Jesus.^ I

yontuiliifc) think that very little importance must be

attaehed to the saying of R. Jose, though very much
iifi^|dt^nce must be attached to the saying of Jesus.

I di|>fibt whether R. Jose meant what he said to be

ii^^n very strictly. If you ask. Then why should

;^e fine things be taken strictlj^, if the less fine

things are not to be taken strictly? I can only

reply that no rule can be laid down. It is a ques-

tion of tact. Some of the less fine things, some of

V'. .
• *

' ^ Dr. Abrahams writes :
“ I think what you say here, as well as what you

lay at the end of the paragraph, is largely irrelevant. The reason why, according

to the Rabbis, you need not ask for forjiveness again and apin is that the man
who refuses to forgive becomes himself the olfender. Culprit and injured change

places.'*



430 THE OLD TESTAMENTAND AFTER ch.

the ugly things, in the Rabbinical literature are to

be taken strictly, and mean what they, say, but this

saying of R. Jose is not (as I think) one of them.

In any case it stands (so far as I know) alone.

Elsewhere the Rabbis do not appear to put qualifica-

tions upon the duty of forgiveness. And the story

i^ told how one Rabbi went on the eve of thirteen

successive Days of Atonement to win the forgiveness

of another Rabbi whom he had annoyed, but without

success !

I have not included in this little book any
observ*tions about the Apocalyptic literature be-

cause I do not think that Liberal Judaism has

learnt, or can learn, anything from it. But there

are undoubtedly some fine things in the Testaments

of the Twelve Patriarchs about forgiveness and love

which are well worth noting, and which deserve the

praise which Canon Charles has lavished upon them,
“ Love ye one another from the heart

; and if a mah
sin against thee, cast forth the poison of hate, and
speak peaceably to him, and in thy soul hold not

guile ;
and if he confess and repent, forgive him.

But if he deny it, do not get into a passion with

him, lest catching the poison from thee he take to

swearing, and so thou sin doubly. And though he
deny it, and yet have a sense ofshame when reproved,

give over reproving him. For he who denies may
repent so as not again to wrong thee

:
yea, he may

also honour thee, and be at peace with thee.
^ And

if he be shameless and persist in his wrongdoing,
even so forgive him from the heart, and leave to

God the avenging.” " “ Beware of hatred
;

for it

works lawlessness even gainst the Lord Himself.

For it will not hear the words of the commandments
concerning the loving of one’s neighbour, and it
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sins against God. For if a brother stumble, it

delights immediately to proclaim it to all men,
and is urgent that he should be judged for it and
put to death. For hatred works with envy also

against them that prosper. For as love would
quicken even the dead, and would call back them
that are condemned to die, so hatred would slay the

living, and those that had sinned venially it would
not suffer to live. For the spirit of hatred works
together with Satan, through hastiness of spirit, in

all things to men’s death
;
but the spirit of love

works together with the la^ of God in long-suffering

unto the salvation of men.” But when all is said

and done, does this passage go further than Sirach,

who though, like so many other teachers, by no
means consistent, is yet able to rise on occasion to

noble heights ?
“ He that takes vengeance shall

find vengeance frolh the Lord
;
and he will surely

make firm his sins. Forgive thy neighbour the

hurt he has done thee : and then thy sins shall be

pardoned when thou prayest. Man cherishes anger

against man
;
and does he seek healing from the

Lord ? Upon a man like himself he has no mercy
;

and does he make supplication for his own sins ?

He being himself flesh nourishes wrath
;
who shall

make atonement for his sins ? ” At any rate this

teaching goes a good bit beyond that of the book of

Proverbs.

There is certainly no lack of delicate considera-

tion for others in Rabbinic ethics. R. Janai saw a

man giving alms to another man in public. Better,

he said, that you had given him nothing than that

you had put him to shame. For he who causes

shame to his neighbour is* as if he had committed
a murder. It is better for a man to cast himself into



432 theold TESTAMEMT and after ch.

the middle of a fiery furnace than to cause the face

of his fellow-creature to blanch in public. Else-

where it is said that the adulterer deserves death,

but will be admitted to the hereafter, but he who
puts his neighbour to open shame will have no share

in the world to come. It is forbidden for a man
to work at night for himself, if he works by day for

another, for he cannot then do justly to his employer.

A teacher may not impose upon himself a voluntary

fast. The Mishnah states that there was a chamber
in the Temple in which gifts were secretly placed,

and from which the popr of good families were
secretly helped.

Delicacy in words is even made a matter of the

actual code. The passage in the Mishnah is very

striking. As there is fraud in buying and selling,

so there is an injury in words. (The Hebrew term
is the same in both cases : Onaah= fraud, unfair

advantage, injury, insult.) One must not ask the

price of an article if one does not intend to buy it.

If a man has repented, one must not say to him.

Remember your former deeds. If a man is of
proselyte descent, one must not say to him. Re-
member the deeds of your ancestors. On these

injunctions of the Mishnah the Gemara makes some
reflections and comments. If a proselyte desires to

study the Law, one is not to say to him, What 1

A mouth which has eaten creeping things and other

abominations now desires to learn the Law ! If

suflFerings or sicknesses come to a man, or if he buries

his children, one is not to speak to him like the

friends of Job (Job iv. 6
, 7). One must be gentle

and courteous with all men. Good manners are

constantly preached. If’ one has no money, one
must not look at the goods in a shop. Such things.
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says the Talmud, are delivered over to the heart,

and of all such things it is said, Thou shalt fear the

Lord thy God. There are also actions, say the

Rabbis, which the human court of law has to pro-

nounce unpunishable, but which God will severely

punish. Among such cases is the one of a man
who, having promised to buy and having paid for

an article, but not yet having taken it away from
the shop, desires to get out of his bargain. He can

legally do so, but God will severely punish those

who do not keep to their word. Another case is that

of a man who could be k. favourable witness for

somebody in a lawsuit and does not come forward.

R. Meir said that a mr.n is not to press his fellow to

dine with him if he knows that he cannot
;
or to beg

him to receive a present if he knows that he will not

receive it. Any deception of this sort, even if to an

idolater, is a grave sin, while the worst of thieves is

he who filches from his fellow his good name.

If compassion and delicate consideration were

praised by the Rabbis, justice was also. One of

the “ legs ” on which the world stands is justice,

the other two being peace and truth. Like charity,

justice, too, is superior to all sacrifices. He who
steals from his neighbour the value ofa farthing—the

Scripture regards it as if he had killed him. The
just judge is regarded as if he shared with God in

the work of creation ; he helps to maintain thjiS

world. ^ He causes the Shechinah to shine and dwell

in Israel. There must be no false sentiment or

misplaced compassion in the administration of jus-

tice. In the spirit of Exodu5 xxiii'. 3 Akiba said,

No pity in justice. Oti the other hand, the'

Rabbis understood the higher justice which is equity.

When the workmen of one Rabbi broke his wine
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jars, he took away their clothes. But another

Rabbi bade him return them. He said, Is this

the Law ? and was convinced by a saying in

Proverbs. Moreover, the workmen said. We are

poor and hungry, and have laboured all day for

nothing 1 Then the same teacher bade the re-

luctant Rabbi give them their proper hire, and the

second half of the same verse in Proverbs (ii. 20)

was his justification. There are pretty stories about

the scrupulous honesty of R. Chaninah b. Dosa and
R. Pinchas b. Yair (which, from another point of

view, may be also used as an illustration of the

parable of the Talents). When a man left some
hens at R. Chaninah’s house, the Rabbi refused to

allow his wife to eat their eggs; the fowls increased

in number, and became a nuisance. Thereupon
R. Chaninah exchanged them for some goats which
he presented to the owner of'^the hens when the

latter came to inquire for his property. Two men
deposited some barley with R. Pinchas

;
he sowed

the barley and reaped the harvest, and when the

men came for their deposited barley, the Rabbi bade
them bring asses and camels and remove the entire

produce of the harvest.^

The Rabbis coined a curious phrase for duties

which lie outside the strict letter of justice. The
word Shurah means line, row ; hence the straight

line of right, or the strict letter of the Law is shurat

ha'din, while within (we should rather say without)

the strict letter of the Law is what we should call

equity : lefanim tneshurat ha'din. Thus Exodus
xviii. 20 is interpreted as follows :

“ Thou shalt show
^ Btichler, Same Types., p. 89. Fpr two other cases of strictness sec p. 144

of the same book. T he second is of a man who would not return the greetings

of those who had come to deliver a message, because he was working as a hired

labourer in the held and vtrould not waste time by doing so.
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them,” i.e, show them the house of their life (the

house of study and prayer) ;
“ the way,” that is, visit-

ing the sick
;
“ they must walk,” that is, the burial

of the dead ;
“ in it,” that is, the deeds of piety to the

dead
;

“ and the work,” that is, the strict letter of the

Law ;
“ that they must do,” that is, “ within the strict

letter of the Law,” or equity. It could also mean a

finer justice, as in the simple story of the Rabbi who,

on being asked by a woman whether a certain coin

was good, told her it was. The next day she came
and told him it had been declared bad. Then he

said to his colleague, Go, take it from her and give

her a good one in exchange. He was not com-
pelled to act so. It »vas lefanim meshurat ha'din}

One Rabbi went so far as to utter the paradox that

Jerusalem was destroyed because they judged only

according to the letter of the Law, and never went
beyond it. Or again, there are cases when a man is

guiltless before a human court of law, but guilty

before the court of heaven
; as, for instance, if he

could give evidence in an accused’s favour, and does

not do so. The intention, and the way in which a

thing is done, count heavily. If a man gives his

fellow the finest present in the world in a churlish

manner, it is as if he had given him nothing ; if he
,

receives him kindly and pleasantly, it is as if he had
given him all the good gifts of the world. The
conduct of Job is contrasted with that of Abraham.
The former received all travellers in his house, and
gave them the fare to which they were accustomed.

Abraham sought out wayfarers and, brought them
back to his house, and to those who were not accus-

tomed to wheaten bread orjueat or wine he gave it.

^ For the general point of view sec also Btichler, Some Types., pp. 36 and 37,
Some good examples are there given.
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Similarly the Rabbis knew the worth of thoughts

and intention and motive. Sinful thoughts, they

say, are worse than sinful deeds. The Rabbi whose

inside is not as his outside is no Rabbi. R.

Gamaliel issued a proclamation: A disciple whose

inside is not the same as his outside may not enter

the house of study. On the other hand, they

realised that the right deed, done from an imperfect

motive, might end in the right deed done from the

best motive. Hence the saying, repeated endlessly,

that a man is always to study the Law and to fulfil its

commands, even if this be not done for their own
sake, for the very practice will lead from the external

to the internal motive. So fear will lead to love. It

is of divine mercy that a good intention, which was

prevented from issuing in deed, is regarded as

a deed accomplished, while a sinful intention,

similarly prevented, is not reckoned as a committed

sin. We cannot go to the Rabbis for the pure im-

adulterated prophetic teaching of Hosea or Isaiah,

and yet even with them there are many sayings which

are invested with a certain prophetic character.

The heart must be made as clean as the hands.

Then only can we return unto God. One can

become an adulterer through the eye as well as

through the body. He who steals with one hand,

and gives alms with the other, shall not remain

unpunished. The man is mocked and reprehended

who, having paid the harlot her hire, meets aubeggar

as he leaves her door, gives him money, and says.

If it had not been God’s will to forgive my sin, this

beggar would not hive met me. If you sin with

one hand, and do a piovs deed with the other, the

second deed does not atone for the first. If a man
swears one thing to his neighbour with his mouth.
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but rejects it with his heart, shall he go unpunished ?

One lie begets another. The Rabbis are exceed-

ingly sensitive tb anything approaching deceitfulnessi

and untruth. Truth is God’s seal. Hypocrisy is

a profanation of the Name. Never let a man say

one thing with his mouth, and think another with

his heart. He who changes his spoken word is

accounted an idolater. “ Man should ever fear God,
confess the truth, and speak the truth in his heart,”

are words which we all know from the Prayer Book.

The sin of “ false measure ” is almost worse than

unchastity. To pour out a»glass of beer so as to make
a foam was to be regarded as fraudulent. Bribery

is abhorred. A Rabbi was going over a narrow

bridge, when a man came up to him, and gave him
his hand to support him. He then told the Rabbi
that he had a suit to bring before him. I cannot

hear your case or be your judge, answered the Rabbi.

In accordance with their insistence upon the purity

and importance of justice is the Rabbis’ horror of

perjury. The exhortation to the witnesses who were
about to take an oath in a trial is solemn and
impressive. “ Know that the whole world was
shaken when God spoke the third Commandment
so it begins, and then follows a series of statements

as to the terrific punishments which God inflicts

upon the perjurer and all his family. Very marked,
too, is the stress laid upon the sin of slander. He
who utters a slander is as one who denies God. God
declares that He and the slanderer cannot exist

together in the world. To sin with the tongue is

the worst of evil deeds. Slander is*as great a sin as

idolatry, incest, and murdgr, and so on. How far

these volleys against slander were due to its frequency

I have no knowledge. Three kinds of people are
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hated by God ; he who speaks one thing with his

tongue and thinks another in his Kfeart ;
he who

could give favourable evidence for his neighbour,

and does not do so ; he who knows something dis-

creditable of his neighbour and reveals it. (It is

the more dishonourable because no one can be

condemned by a single witness.) Such lists are

fairly common. Thus, four sorts of people cannot

see the face of the Shechinah : mockers, slanderers,

hypocrites, and liars. Another bad four are they

who keep back the wages of the labourer, they who
repress his wages, they who take off the yoke from
their own necks and put it on their fellows, they who
arc proud. The second temple was destroyed, it is

in one place declared, because of “ causeless hate ”
;

for “ causeless hate ” is as grave a sin as idolatry,

unchastity, and murder combined. Other sins

specially castigated are : anger, *causing another to

sin (which is worse than to murder him, for murder
robs him of this world, while sin robs him of the

next), unchastity, and revenge. There is a certain

psychological insight in the distinction made between
revenge and grudge. A asks B to lend him a scythe,

«^nd B refuses. Next day B asks A to lend him an
axe, and A refuses on the ground that B had refused

the scythe. That is revenge. But if A lends his

axe with the words, “ Here it is
; I am not like

you who would not lend the scythe,” that is grudge.
Another bad three arc the angry, the dr\jinkard,

and the unforgiving. He who is forgiving, says

one famous Rabbi, has all his sins forgiven him.
The Talmud, which can be pithy on occasion,

comments in the following brief words upon the
Biblical injunction, “ Thou shalt not bear a grudge
or avenge.” The matter is like as if a man carving
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meat were to let the knife slip and cut his hand.

Shall he then let it cut the other hand ? In other

words, the one wicked action is bad enough. Do
you better it by adding to it another ? Or, perhaps

:

You are injured by your neighbour’s wrongdoing.

Is it not folly to injure yourself still further by your

own
Among the censured sins perhaps the one most

frequently censured is pride, just as one of the virtues

most often praised is humility. Pride is as bad as

idolatry. The Shechinah weeps over the proud.

As with the slanderer, so of the proud
;
God and he

cannot dwell in the world together. The humble,

on the other hand, is regarded as if he had offered

up all the sacrifices of the Law. Those shall inherit

the life to come who are modest and humble, who
study the Law continually, and ascribe to themselves

no merit. The wolld, said one Rabbi, is maintained

for the sake of those who account themselves as

naught. Of all the virtues, humility is the greatest.

If wisdom is a crown for your head, let humility be

sandals for your feet. There is much more to the

same effect.

It is often said that God gave three gifts to Israel,,

pity, loving-kindness, and shame, for right shame'

is often referred to as a virtue. Shame is a good
indication

;
it leads to the fear of sin. Who has no

shame, his father stood not before Sinai. It might,

perhaps, be fair to say that the Rabbis are most
insistent on the virtues which can be practised by
every man and every day. It is true they say ; The
words of the Law are only fixed and sure in that man
who is ready to die for thep, but they think habitu-

ally less of heroic requirements than of customary

or daily needs. So far is their ethic from being an
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ethic fca- the scholar only that it might in some
respects be rather regarded as an ethic for the man
in the street. This must not be taken to mean that

it only asks that modicum of sacrifice and effort

which a very average person might be willing to

render, but only that it is an ethic for people engaged
in all the ordinary avocations of life. Such virtues

as hospitality or honesty, as alms-giving and pity,

as self-respect and parental honour, are obviously

virtues for all men at all times and seasons, and it is

on these and similar virtues that the Rabbis love to

dwell. The faithful and honest trader, for example,

is accounted as one who has fulfilled all the words
of the Law. To practise hospitality is greater than

to receive the face of the Shechinah. A man had
better skin a beast in the street, and take pay for it

than say, I am a proud or a great man, and the job

is unworthy of me, and so bebome a burden to

his fellows. Make your Sabbath into a work day,

t.e. do without festive meals, rather than ask the

help of others. And the praise of labour is constant.

R. Eliezar urged that the fourth word was as much
an injunction to labour on six days as to rest on the

seventh. He who does not labour on the six days

will end by having to labour on the seventh. The
Shechinah did not rest upon Israel till they had done
some work. The stories as to the extent to which
the honour of parents must be and was actually

carried are very niimerous. Some of th^ are

quaint and beautiful. In fact the Rabbinic attitude

in this matter may be summed up in the saying : If a

man honours his'rathef and mother, God declares that

He looks upon it as if Hp Himself were honoured.
The reverence of parents is equal to the reverence of

God. So far as compassion is concerned, further
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sayings need not be quoted. It may, however, be
noted that this pity was extended to the animals.

Cruelty to animals was a detested vice, and in the

slaughter of oxen and sheep according to the

methods of the Rabbinic law immense meticulous-

ness and detail were exhausted upon the rules and
regulations for slaughtering from a desire that,

within the limits of the Law, the utmost care should

be taken that the animal should suffer as little as

possible. That religion and piety became so

terribly mixed up and confused with such sheer

externalities as food and •slaughtering, and “ milk

and meat,” and dishes and plates, is indeed one of

the grave weaknesses of Rabbinic Judaism, but that

all this outwardness and ritualism did not extinguish

the spirit of pity and love is also abundantly clear.

So far as the animals are concerned, I have noticed

one curious parallel to Paul’s saying in i Cor. ix. 9,

but this parallel can be offset by others of a different

character. Very famous and familiar is the story of

the Rabbi to whom a calf, which was being led to

the slaughter, ran up for protection. The Rabbi
drove it back to the butcher with the words, Go, for

thereto wast thou created. Thereupon the heavenly

voice said, Because thou hast shown no pity,

therefore sufferings shall befall thee. And he had
bodily suffering for years, till one day his housemaid
was sweeping the house, and was about to sweep and
throw ?way a brood of young weasels. The Rabbi
bade her leave them, ” for God’s mercies extend to

all His works.” Then his pains left him, for the

heavenly voice said, Because ‘he showed pity, pity

shall be shown him. WJien Moses was tending

Jethro’s sheep, a lamb ran away. Moses found it

a long way off drinldng water from a pond. He
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carried it back upon his shoulders. Therefore God
said, Thou hast had pity upon the sheep of a man

;

thou shalt lead the sheep of God (the Israelites).

For cruelty to animals the Rabbis coined a special

phrase, and the general view was that it was a Biblical,

and not merely a Rabbinical, prohibition. It is

laid down that a man must not eat his own meal
before he has fed his beasts.

There is a curious passage in the Talmud in

which many aged Rabbis are asked why it was that

they had attained so great an age. The answers

are very quaint and childlike. The main virtues

stressed are those of humility, gentleness, and a

willingness to forgive. An impression is given as

if these old Rabbis were simple, good, and pious

souls, with a restricted outlook, doubtless, and
enmeshed in a study the great mass of which was
of very doubtful advantage to ?he world, but yet

kindly and charitable men, and gifted with a

remarkable delicacy of moral insight. Perhaps
their meticulousness in legal subtleties and ritual

details made them also clear-eyed for those small

ethical differences and delicacies, which yet possess

a fragrancy and an aroma of their own. Their
ethical teaching can still be helpful to us to-day.

Nor must it be thought that they could not

speak well of virtue in general as well as of the
virtues in particular and of the small change of
goodness. They recognised the pounds as jvell as

the pence. They perceived that the love and fear

of God and the imitation of God were at once the

root and the crown bf goodness. They realised,

I think, that love to mao was the real fulfilling of

the Law, and that all the little details, of which so

many examples have been given, were but instances
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and manifestations of love. I need hardly quote ,

Hillel’s reply to the man who was willing to become
a proselyte if he could be taught the whole Law
while standing on one leg : What is hateful to

thyself do not to thy fellow. This is the whole
Law

;
the rest is commentary— the Golden

Rule in its negative form. R. Jehuda b. Tema
said, Be bold as a lion, quick as a stag, to do the

will of thy Father in heaven. Love and fear God.
Rejoice, and yet fear, in the execution of the Com-
mandments. Have you done your neighbour a

small injury, let it be in yeur eyes great ; have you
conferred on him a great benefit, let it be in your
eyes small

;
has he shown you a small kindness,

let it seem to you great
;
has he inflicted upon you

a big injury, let it seem to you small. There are

great discussions whether Job served God from
love or from fear, iind these discussions start in the

Mishnah itself. It is argued by R. Meir that

Job’s fear and Abraham’s fear were really prompted
by love. The service of God from love is regarded

as superior to His service from fear, but the reasons

given are not always very satisfactory, and it would
seem as if the Rabbis were sometimes inclined to

think that the same results could be achieved from
both. Yet it is only the love, rather than the fear,

of God for which (as we see in the famous story of

Akiba’s martyrdom) a man will give his life. There
is a T^orah with love and a Torah without love.

The Torah with love is the Torah which is practised

and followed for its own sake, or which is learned

for the sake of teaching it to efthers.* The words of

Hillel sank deep into the Jlabbinic heart and found
many an echo : Love peace and pursue it, love

mankind and bring them near to the Law. A
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nSan should love his fellow-men and should not

hate them. A man must not say, I love the

teachers, but hate the disciples ;
or I love the

disciples, but hate the ignorant, but he must love

all, excepting only the heretics, the informers, and the

apostates. These he must hate, even as David
said, “ I hate those who hate Thee.” Here we see

again the perfect undress frankness of the Rabbinical

literature. As the limitations are real, so, too, are

the inclusions. We may note, too, the burden of

Scripture. David hates ; therefore we, too, may
hate or even must. But neal as is the hate, so real,

too, is the love, and we who are happily free from
the burden of Scripture can absorb the good and
reject the evil, whether in the Old Testament, the

New Testament, or the Rabbinical literature. With
a great oath, says R. Simeon b, Eleazar, was this

ikord said. Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.

I the Lord created him : if thou love him, I will

faithfully reward thee ; if not, I will be thy judge
for punishment. If Hillel’s praise of love was
remembered, not less was the praise of peace.

The prototype of the peace-maker was supposed to

be Aaron. His deceitful method of appeasing ,a

quarrel is recorded to have been that he used to go
to one of the parties to it and say. Listen, my son,

to what thy fellow is doing. He is beating his

breast, and tearing his clothes, and saying. How can
I raise my eyes to look my fellow in the f^e ? I

am ashamed before him, for it was I who began the
quarrel. Aaron stayed with him till he had removed
all anger from' his ‘heart. He then went and
repeated the same wor4s to the other party, so

when the two met, they embraced each other and
were reconciled. If a man, said a Rabbi, stays
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quietly in his place, how can he pursue peace ?

He must go about in the world and pursue it.

Surely no punishment shall befall him who makes
peace between man and man, between a man and
his wife, between city and city, people and people,

family and family, state and state. Great is peace,

says the Midrash, and then proceeds to give all

kinds of quaint and fanciful proofs. Peace is the

fairest of God’s gifts. Even the angels need it, for

God makes peace in His high places. Beloved is

peace, for only with peace is the Law compared.

The whole law is peace,«and it is the blessing of

blessings. If the Israelites become addicted to

idolatry, but peace reigns among them, God says,

I have no power to punish them. The daily prayer

of the Israelite ends with peace, and so does the

blessing of Aaron ; it contains in itself the sum
of all benedictions’ Peace weighs as heavily as all

creation. The very name of God is peace.

The Rabbis ever connected morality with religion

and religion with morality. Goodness is pre-

human and superhuman. The pattern of all good-

ness is God. Any philosophic idea such as that

what we call goodness is merely human, and that

it is as anthropomorphic to ascribe goodness to

God as it is to ascribe to Him a body was certainly

unknown to them. Man only knows, or has come
to know, goodness because he is a creation of God,
who hjis formed him, as they say, half of the lower

world and half of the upper world. Man has only

come to know goodness because God is good. In the

last resort we agree with the ‘Rabbis. Hence they

rega;rded the pursuit of r^hteousness as the imita-

tion of God. “Ye shall walk after (or follow) tha

Lord your God,” says the Law. But how can
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man after the Shechinah ? Is not God a
“ consuming fire ” ? What is meant is that man
is to walk after, that is, to imitate, the attributes of

God. As God clothes the naked, visits the sick,

comforts the mourner, buries the dead, so do thou.

In each case quaint Biblical proofs or instances of

the divine loving-kindness are adduced. There
was a famous saying of Abba Saul : Resemble
God : as He is gracious and compassionate, so be

thou gracious and compassionate. So elsewhere

the same thing is said about God’s righteousness

and His love. As God is loving and pitiful, so be
thou. This is to “ walk in all His ways.” To
imitate God is the same thing, therefore, as to love

Him. This love is ever the goal and ever the

motive. One must not study the Law so as to be
called wise, or to have a fine seat in the college, or

to obtain the world to come
; o^he must study the

Law for the love of God.
Considering that the Rabbinic literature was

intended for scholars and students to read, even as

it was compiled by them,—a literature for the

learned and by the learned, even as regards the

Midrash and the Haggada no less than as regards

the Pilpul and the Halacha—it is remarkable how
suitable its ethical teachii^ is for the average person
as well as for Rabbis. The just judge, the careful

keeper and disposer of communal alms-giving, the

faithful school teacher, arc all appraised at tl^e same
high rate. The Rabbis thought much of the

children, though, oriental like, much more of the

boys than of the girls. The world, according to

one famous saying, is oply maintained because of
the breath of the school children

; for the breath
in which there is sin cannot be compared with the
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breath in which there is no sin. Among thelreasons

given for the destruction of Jerusalem is that the

children were prevented from attending school
; for

everf city in which there is no school will be
destroyed. Great as was the importance attached

to the study of the Law, it was recognised that it

was not good for any one to withdraw himself too

completely from human affairs, so that he never

performed “ deeds of love.” Many of the Rabbis

were artisans or field-workers ; none of them lived

by their learning as a profession. R. Huna said,

He who only occupies bii^self with the Law is

as if he had no God. When two Rabbis were
arrested at the time of the Hadrianic revolt, one

said to the other, You will be acquitted, and I shall be

condemned, because I have done nothing but study

the Law, while you have studied it and also practised

loving deeds. TLij saying in Aboth goes further :

Excellent is Torah study together with worldly

business, for the practice of them both puts iniquity

out of remembrance
;
and all Torah without work

must fail at length and occasion iniquity. Again
it is said. Whosesoever works are in excess of his

wisdom, his wisdom stands. Not learning, but

doing is the groundwork. On an earlier page
was noticed the long discussion on the theme whether
learning or doing was the greater : if the final

decision was for learning, it was only on the ground
that it led on to doing, for doing depends on
learning, and not learning upon doing (a saying in

which there is much more truth than meets the eye).

Whosesoever wisdom is in cKcess ‘of his works is

like a tree whose branches are abundant and its

roots Scanty ; the wind comes and uproots it. This
is thei predominant note. The unrighteous Rabbi
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is an abomination. Mje is a craftsman withoujt tools ;

he is useless. The “ favourite saying ” of the

Rabbis of Jabneh is also in point : I am a (feature

of God, and my neighbour is also His cloture ;

my work is in the city, and his in the field ; I rise

early to my work, and he rises early to his. As he

cannot excel in my work, so I cannot excel in his

work. Dost thou say, I do great things ; he does

small things ? We have learned that it matters

not whether a man does much or little if only he

directs his heart to heaven. Somebody came to

Rabba, and said to himo that the governor of the

, city where he lived had bade him kill a certain

. .man, or if not, he should be killed. What was he

to do ? Rabba said. Let him kill thee. Thou
shalt do no murder. Who told thee that thy blbod

is redder than his Perhaps his blood is redder

than thine.

This is not the place to ask how far the Rabbis
actually practised what they taught. It would
seem that after the Hadrianic persecution and
purgation, just as there was little wilful neglect

of the main ritual commands of the Law, so was
there little haughty despising of the unlearned.
“ He who fears God, and acts according to the

commands of the Law, has all wisdom and the whole
Torah in his heart.” How deep was the gulf

between learned and unlearned in the days of

Tesus is a very vexed question. There are most
bitter sayings against the Am ha’ aretz in the

Talmud ; there are also some sayings of a tenderer

and more charitable kind. There is also some
disipute as to who the Am ha’ aretz actually was.

Most of the references' to him are con^^i^sirably

later than Jesus. There is a story as to the conduct
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of a rich Rabbi in a famine ''towards the Am ha’

aretz. He opfened his granaries freely for the

learned and for students^ but refused admittance to

the Am ha’ aretz, for he said, Punishments only

come upon the world because of the Am ha’ aretz.

Then a
:
Rabbi came to him disguised, and pre-

tended to be an Am ha’ aretz. So the rich Rabbi
refused him, saying. In virtue of what shall I feed

you ? Feed me, replied the other, as a raven or a

dog. The Rabbi fed him, but he grieved, saying.

Woe is me, I have given my bread to an Am ha’

aretz. Then some ore asaid to him. Perhaps it

was your disciple. Rabbi X, who came to you, for

he always refuses to gain a benefit from the Law.
On inquiry it was found that it was he. Then the

rich Rabbi said. Let all enter who will. There is

certainly no lack of passages concerning the dignity

of labour in the lalmud, though the Rabbis had
their strong prejudices against, and preferences for,

certain particular avocations. Greater is he who
enjoys the fruit of his labour than the fearer of

heaven, for the Scripture says. Happy is he who
fears the Lord, but of him who eats the fruit of

his labour it is written. Happy shalt thou be,—in

this world—^and it shall be well with thee—in the

world to come. Let man love labour, for as the

Law was appointed with a covenant, so labour was
appointed by a covenant : the fourth command-
ment illustrates both.

Par^lels have often been set up between the
religious and ethical teaching of the New Testament
and of the Rabbinical literatum. Tdo not propose
to mal^e any comparison.

,
I believe we do better

to let'ikch speak for itself, and to gain such benefit

as we can from each. So far as inwardness is

% o
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concerptid, , bothi" authorities teach it, and it is

perhaps not a little remarkable that with all the

Rabbinical stress on outwardness, there is no lack

of inwardness as well. Much that has preceded

would illustrate this assertion. And if the beauty

of hidden virtue, without the knowledge of others,

or their honour or their rewards, is fully recog-

nised, so, too, is the ugliness of secret sin. He
vyho commits a sin in secret is to be regarded as if

he pressed against the feet of the Shechinah. Secret

-sin, said one Rabbi, means that a man dishonours

God, and he who does npt heed the honour of God
had better never have been born. Is it a contra-

diction to this that another Rabbi advises that a man,
if the evil inclination is about to overpower him,

should go where no one knows him, and put on
black clothes, and yield to his desires ? Only let

not the name of God be openly profaned I The
Talmud notices the apparent contradiction, and
suggests that the second Rabbi gave only a “ second

best ” advice. Another solution is that he meant
that the very journey, the exercise, and the black

attire would break the power of the evil inclination,

and so prevent the sin from taking place. We
notice in both explanations the curious combination

of idealism and realism.

One or two more direct parallels to the teaching

of the Gospels may be mentioned in this connection.

The constant adage, Much or little makes no
difference so long as the heart is directed towards
God, has already been noticed. The adage is

illustrated by the Midrash story of the woman who
bought a handful of meal as a sacrifice which was
looked at with derision by the priest. But in a
dream it was said to him. Account not the gift as
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little, but reckon it as if she had offered herself.

And God says : A free-will handful from the poor
is more acceptable to Me than a heap of incense

from the high priest. A man has a patron : if he
bothers him too much, the patron complains. God
is not so

;
whoever is importunate, He accepts

; how
often, or however much, a man importunes God,*

God accepts him. Better that it should be said to

you. Come up, come up, than that it should be said

to you. Go down. Go down. Hillel used to say.

My humiliation was my exaltation, and my exalta-

tion was my humiliation. <» The yea of the pious is

their yea, and their nay is their nay. The Sabbath

is given over to yon, ye are not given over to the

Sabbath. Desecrate the Sabbath for him whose life

is in danger, so that he may observe many Sabbaths.

R. Tarphon said, I should be surprised if, in this

generation, there were any one who can rebuke his

neighbour (as the Law orders. Lev. xix. 17), for if

one were to say. Take away the splinter between

your teeth, the other would reply, do you first take

away the beam between your eyes. Correct your
own faults before you correct those of others.

Alexander of Macedon asked the wise men of the

south what a man should do that he may live ?

They answered. Let him kill himself. Then he
asked. How does a man kill himself ? They replied.

By keeping himself alive. Have you ever seen that

rain fell, upon the land of one who was righteous,

and not upon the land of one who was wicked ?

Or that the sun shone upon Israelites who are

righteous and not upon the wicked For the sun

shines upon Israelites and jhe nations of the world

alike, for God is good to all, and His mercies are

upon all His works. According to the camel is
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its burden (i.e. from those who have much oppor-
tunity or endowment much is demanded). The
finer the linen, the worse is any black mark on it.

Who is the foolish man of piety ? He who, when
a woman falls in a stream, says. It would not be
proper for me to jump in and save her, for I should
have to look at her. God will punish those who
wrap themselves in their big mantles (to appear
more pious). (In the famous but obscure enumera-
tion of the seven classes of the Pharisees, which
occurs with interesting variations both in the Baby-
lonian and the Jerusalem Talmud, so much is, at

any rate, clear that many of the “ hypocrites
”

censured by Jesus are included and ridiculed by
the Talmuds. They also seem to ridicule and
censure those who are self-righteous, calculatingly

and ostentatiously scrupulous, or pious from hope
of divine reward or fear of diviiife punishment.) If

you understand once, you will understand more
;

if you heed not once, you will end by not heeding
at all. Man’s way is to fill the empty vessel

;
the

full vessel he cannot fill : God’s way is to fill the full

vessel yet more
;
the empty vessel cannot be filled.

God gives wisdom only to him who has wisdom.
He who debases himself God exalts

; he who exalts

himself God debases. The next world is., a topsy-
turvy world. The high are the low, and the low
the high. Some other parallels have already been
incidentally indicated.

Perhaps it is only as regards universalism and
the mission of Israel that for us to-day the Rabbinic
literature yields little fruit

;
yet even here, as also

more specifically in th? matter of proselytes and
proselytism, passages of value and thoughts of
dignity occur. Thus quite suddenly, in fantastic
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explanation of a verse in Leviticus, which has

nothing whatever to do with the matter, the Midrash
says :

“ If ye do not proclaim My Godhead to the

nations, I will punish you.” And once in the

Talmud it is stated that the object of Israel’s dis-

persion was, or is, the making of proselytes. Yet
the idea of Israel’s mission occurs very rarely, and
the great thoughts of Isaiah xl.-lv. suffer comparative

neglect. It is said more than once that as oil gives

light to the world, so the words of the law give

light to the world. Or, again, as Noah’s dove

brought light to the vorki, so Israel brings light

to the world. As the dove atones for sins (Lev.

xii. 6), so Israel atones for the sins of the nations.

The world cannot exist without the winds, and like

the winds Israel is scattered through the world,

because the world cannot get on without Israel.

Israel prays to God : Count it to me for good that

I have made thee known in the world. It was said

that the seventy bulls sacrificed during the first

seven days of Tabernacles corresponded to the

seventy nations of the world, and were offered up
as an atonement on their behalf. R. Jochanan said.

Woe to the nations ! They do not know what they

have lost. So long as the temple stood, it atoned

for them
;

but who atones for them now ? But
mostly the nations are the enemies of Israel and of

God, and their punishment, or their exclusion from
the lifei.to come, is much more often alluded to than

their conversion and salvation. Once or twice it is

said that God waits for the nations of the world, if

they will repent, and draw nigh to, and come under,

the wings of the Shechinah. Once we even read:

Let every Israelite seek, like Abraham, to bring his

fellow-creatures under those same divine wings. We
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hear also that loving deeds are an atonement for the

nations. What shall a man do, asked R. Eleazar of

R. Joshua, that he may escape hell ? Let him prac-

tise loving deeds, was the reply. If that be so, said

R. Eleazar, the nations could escape hell. The words

of the Law, said R. Joshua, were given, not to the

dead, but to the living. He meant that the nations

could indeed thus escape the doom of hell. R.

Jochanan b. Zakkai specifically stated that if Israel

had the altar, the nations had alms -giving and
charity as a means of atonement. Another R.

Eleazar once declared thtt all the nations would in

the future—in the Messianic Age—be converted to

Judaism. Famous has become the dictum of the

Tosephta :
“ The righteous of all nations shall have

a share in the world to come.” But that such

righteous would be many is certainly not the pre-

vailing Rabbinic opinion, though a few heathen are

specifically mentioned for their virtue. On the other

hand, the wider Messianic hope of the prophets was
never extinguished, and it found an eloquent ex-

pression in the liturgy. The famous Alenu prayer

which concludes every public service of the syn-

agogue is quite “ universalistic.” Prayer is offered

for the coming of the time “ when the world will

be perfected under the kingdom of God, and all the

children of flesh will call upon Thy name, and thou
wilt turn unto Thyself all the wicked of the earth,”

when all men “ will accept the yoke of Thy kingdom,
and Thou wilt reign over them speedily and for ever

and ever.”

The varying attitude of the Rabbis towards
proselytes has historical . reasons which cannot be
alluded to here. For my present purpose I need

only mention some of those passages which speak
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in their favour. These passages are fairly numerous,
but any sign of a desire or of a duty to ^0 out and
seek proselytes soon became wanting. Such ?. desire

was always keener among the Hellenistic Jews than

either among the Palestinian Jews, or among those

Jews who, though non-Palestinian, were yet not

touched by Hellenistic influences. Again, the

success of Christianity (and we may gather that

many converts or semi-converts to Judaism became
converts to Christianity) biased the Rabbis against

proselytes, while the Church, when triumphant,

persecuting, and powerful forbade all Jewish prose-

lytism by the most severe and rigorous prohibitions

and punishments. For all these reasons the attitude

of the Rabbis to proselytes became mostly either

cautious or even hostile
;
yet there are not wanting

more generous and affectionate estimates, especially

when the conversion was believed to be sincere. The
names of proselytes, it is said, are as dear to God as

wine which is poured upon the altar. And again :

He who brings one heathen over to Judaism is to be

regarded as if he had created him. Playing upon
Genesis xii. 5, the Midrash frequently declares that
“ the souls which they had gotten in Haran ” were
the proselytes, for Abraham converted the men, and
Sarah the women. Abraham received them hos-

pitably in his house, and was gracious to them, and
brought them under the wings of the Shechinah.

He is thus the prototype of all right proselytising.

It was he who began the great work of making the

true God known to the world, and God declared that

He regarded it as if he had taken J)art in the work
of creation. R. Judah said that every proselyte could

justly regard himself as of the seed of Abraham. He
could therefore say “ God of our fathers ” no less than
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the born Jew. “ God loves the stranger in giving

him food and raiment ” (Deut. x. 1

8

). As in Rabbinic

Hebrew the word Ger, which in Biblical Hebrew
.means stranger or resident alien, means' proselyte,

all the passages in the Pentateuch about the Ger can

be, and mostly are, used by the Rabbis about the

proselytes, and thus there is direct Biblical authority

for God’s love of the proselyte. The second clause

pf the verse in Deuteronomy is the theme of a story

about Aquila, the famous proselyte, which is told in

many places in the Midrash. Aquila remarks to

R. Eliezar that to say that^od will give the proselyte

just food and clothing docs not show much love.

Eliezar replied that Jacob had prayed to God for

no more than this. Then Aquila, unsatisfied, put

his doubt to R. Joshua, who declared that bread

meant the show-bread, and clothing the priestly

raiment. Or, again, bread mdant the Law and
raiment the prayer shawl. Thus Aquila was ap-

peased. Moreover, he who becomes a proselyte

from pure motives is accounted worthy : his

daughters may marry priests, and his sons may
become high priests. Elsewhere, in a long section

on proselytes, the Midrash asserts that to wrong a

proselyte is as wicked as to wrong an Israelite, for

they are equal. A man cannot become a priest or

a Levite, however much he may wish to. It is a

matter of descent. But he can become a righteous

man, even if he be a heathen. The Psalmisi^ says :

“Ye who fear the Lord, praise the Lord.” These arc

the proselytes, who of their own accord have come
to love God. Them*' God loves. The proselytes

have left their own hous.e and family and nation,

and joined themselves to Israel. Therefore Israel

must specially protect them and love them and let
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them suffer no injury, even as God loves them and
protects them, so that they fall not back into their

former ways of error. Beloved are the proselylffs^

for they are always made by Scripture the equals of

the Israelites. God loves those who love Him and
draws to Him both the near and the far. He
rejoices in the far as well as the near, and even

oifers peace first to the far and then to the near

(Isaiah Ivii. 19). God draws to Himself even

those who do not become proselytes from pure

purpose
;
how much more those who do !

“ Thou
eatest the labour of thy iwinds ”

: that is, the pros-

elyte who cannot appeal to the merit of his fore-

fathers. Therefore God says that he shall enjoy

by his own merits both this world and the next !

A heathen who becomes a proselyte, and occupies

himself with the study of the Law, is to be

accounted as equal to the high priest. He who
injures a proselyte is as if he injured God. God
regards no one as unworthy ;

the gates are open
for all

;
who would draw nigh, let him enter. Be-

loved are the proselytes, for Abraham only circum-

cised himself when he was ninety-nine, for had he
done so when he was twenty or so, none would have

become proselytes above that age. Therefore God
put off the covenant till Abraham was ninety-nine,

so as not to close the door upon any one who may
wish to draw nigh, and to increase the reward of

those who do His will. Rabbi Jeremiah said,

Wouldest thou know whence we may infer that a

heathen who does (i.e. follows) the Law is equal to

the High Priest } Because it ^ays, * Which if a man
do, he shall live in them.” And it does not say,

“ This is the law of the Priests, or the law of the

Levites, or the law of Israel,” but it says, “ This is the
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law of man^ O Lord God ” (playing upon 2 Sam. vii.

19). And it does not say, “ Open ye the gaptes, that

the Priests and Levites and Israelites .may enter in,”

but it says, “ Open ye the gates that the righteous

heathen may enter in ” (Isaiah xxvi. 2). And it

does not say, “ This is the gate of the Lord, the

Priests and Levites and Israelites shall enter therein,”

but it says, ” This is the gate of the Lord, the

righteous shall enter therein.” And it does not

say, “ Rejoice, ye Priests and Levites and Israelites,

in the Lord,” but it says, “ Rejoice in the Lord,

O ye righteous.” And it does not say, “ Do good,

O Lord, to the Priests, to the Levites, and to the

Israelites,” but it says, “ Do good, O Lord, unto

the good ” (Psalm cxxv. 4). Hence we may know
that even a heathen who does the Law is equal to

the High Priest. Perhaps the prettiest passage

about proselytes is the following : The Holy One
loves the proselytes exceedingly. To what is the

matter like ? To a king who had a flock of sheep

and goats, which went forth every morning to the

pasture and returned in the evening to the stable.

One day a stag joined the flock and grazed with the

sheep, and returned with them. Then the shepherd
said to the king : There is a stag which goes out with

the sheep and grazes with them, and comes home
with them. And the king loved the stag exceed-

ingly. And he commanded the shepherd, saying :

Give heed unto this stag, that no man beat it.

;

and
when the sheep returned in the evening, he would
order that the stag should have food and drink.

Then the shepKerds laid to him. My Lord, thou

hast many goats and sheep and kids, and thou givest

us no directions about these, but aboi^t this stag

thou givest us orders day by day. Th^n the king
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replied : It is the custom of the sheep to graz« in

the pasture, but the stags dwell in the wilderness,

and it is not their custom to come among ntenhia

the cultivated land. But to this stag, who has Come
to us and lives with us, should we not be grateful

that he has left the great wilderness, where many
stags and gazelles feed, and has come to live aniong

us ? It. behoves us to be grateful. So, too, spake

the Holy One : I owe great thanks to the stranger,

in that he has left his family and his father’s house,

and has come to dwell amongst us
;
therefore 1 order

in the Law :
“ Love ye tl* stranger.”

As to the actual rules and regulations of Rabbinic

Judaism about proselytes this is not the place to

speak. There was undoubtedly a certain feeling

that the mere renunciation of idolatry, the mere
belief in one God, brought a man very near to

Judaism. It is repeated several times : The sin of

idolatry is so great that to renounce it is equivalent

to accepting the whole law. He who abandons
idolatry is regarded as a Jew. But this was only a

generous paradox. The full proselyte had to obey
all the ritual laws, and undergo the regular initia-

tory ceremonial. A woman, that is to say, had to

submit to complete immersion
;

a male, immer-
sion and circumcision. It was debated among the

Rabbis whether, in the case of a man, baptism alone

or circumcision alone could be accepted as adequate.

Though we hear of one Rabbi who apparently

maintained that baptism was adequate without
circumcision, this view was isolated, and the general

and officialjudgement was thatthe one was as needful

as the other. How gravsly such a decision must
have impeded the admission and inflow of proselytes

is obvious. ' Liberal Judaism, whatever its views
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about circumcision for the babies of Jewish parents,

no longer requires the rite from adult proselytes.

Of great historic interest, and not without its pathos,

is the passage about the reception of proselytes “ at

the present time.” Its date must be comparatively

early. It runs thus : The Rabbis have taught. If any

one at the present time desires to become a proselyte,

they say to him. What is your reason that you have

come to be made a proselyte ? Do you not knqw
that the Israelites at the present time are persecuted,

humiliated, oppressed, and that sufferings come upon
them ? If he says. Yes, I do, and I am not worthy,

they accept him at once, and make known to him
some light commands and some heavy commands,
and they tell him of guilt respecting gleaning, the

forgotten sheaf, the corners, and the tithes. And
they tell him the punishment for transgression of

the commands, and they say t6 him. Know that

before, if you ate forbidden fat, you did not incur

the penalty of being ” cut off,” if you profaned the

Sabbath, you did not incur the penalty of stoning.

But now you would. And just as they tell him of

the punishments, so they also tell him of the rewards,

and they say to him. Know that the world to come is

only made for the righteous, and in this world the

Israelites can endure neither an excess of prosperity

nor an excess of punishments. But they do niot say

too much to him or enter too much into details.

If he agrees, they circumcise him at once.^ Else-

where it is stated : God has said. Am I God near at

hand, and not also a God who is far off? It is I

who brought Jithro ‘near, and did not reject. hi*m<

So, too, if a man appijoaches you to beconae a

proselyte, and he comes for the sake of heaven (from

pure interest), do you bring him near and do not
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reject him. Hence, learn that a man should drive

away with his left hand and bring near with his

right, and not act as Elisha did with Gehard, Who
drove him away for ever. Fine, too, is the report

of the three heathen who were made proselytes by
Hillel after being rejected by Shammai : Shammai’s
harshness would have driven us from the world, but

Hillel’s gentleness has drawn us under the wings of

the Shcchinah.

Looking back upon these various Rabbinic

utterances, I do not find it easy to compress into a

few words what we owe, to the Rabbis, or what
precisely it is in this particular form of Judaism from
which we may still draw help and inspiration. How
profoundly our Liberal Judaism differs from the

Judaism of the Rabbis is obvious. We are free

from many of their difficulties ; we have difficulties

of our own from which they were either free, or

which had not risen upon their more limited horizon.

Some of their very excellences, some of their very

strength, some of their very beauty, depend on
beliefs which are for us impossible. But much
remains over which we can use, and much which,

rightly admiring, we can adapt, if not adopt. There
is something, too, in the spirit of the whole literature

which we may appreciate and find helpful. Pro-

found ideas were sometimes enunciated by the

Rabbis ; even philosophic conceptions. Thus it has

been pointed out that the idea of the autonomy of

morality is incidentally mentioned by the Rabbis.

If you keep My commandments, says God, I

account it as if you had made them. And again :

Hc; who maintains the Law and truthfully fulfils

it has, as it were, himself decreed it and given it

from Mount Sinai. But it is rather the extreme
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simplicity of the Rabbinic religiori, coupled with

its variety, which specially appeals to us. There
is no lack of ideas, and these ideas are conveyed

in very simple words and forms. And this

strange simplicity seems to be connected with

arjother strange point about it, namely, its odd
combination of professionalism with the attitude of

the common man. The literature was written by
Rabbis and for Rabbis

;
by the learned and for the

learned ;
by a class and for a class, and yet, so far as

its religious and moral teaching is concerned (apart

fiom its laws and its legal discussions), it might
largely be written for everybody. On the whole,

its attitude is sane and simple and broad. It does

not give religious and moral teaching for a class
;

on the whole, its teaching is for everybody. On the

whole, the very virtues which it expects the student

of the Law to bring to, and to gjt from, his study

are the virtues which all men ought to seek for, and
which all men may practise. On the whole, the

study of the Law ought to unite you with your
fellows in humility and service rather than to separate

you from them in pride and the spirit of caste. The
Rabbis were very keen that the Law should be
honoured, and so, too, God, by the good conduct of

those who studied it. The name of God is to be
made beloved by you, they say. If a man studies

Torah, and is upright and is gracious and polite in

his dealings with his fellows, these say of him, Such
a one has learnt Torah : see how comely are his ways,

how upright his actions ! It is an injury to the Law
and a profanation of. the name when a Rabbi’s
conduct causes his fellows to say the reverse. There
is a long passage in the ‘‘ Sayings of the Fathers

”

which speaks of the qualifications needed for learn-
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ing, and of the virtues which learning gives. The
study of the Law h^ps a man to meekness, fidelity,

and charitableness ;
it keeps him far from sin, and

brings him near to virtue ; he ought to become a

lover of God and of mankind, modest, long-sufferingi

and forgiving of insults. The study of the Law
demands (as we have noticed) a measure of endur-

ance and asceticism ;
and, for the rest, reverence

and cheerfulness, contentment and resignation
;
the

student must be long-sulFering and claim no merit

;

he must love God and man ; he must not boast, he

must judge his fellows fat^urably
;
he must accept

reproofs willingly
; he must bear the yoke with

his fellows. Thus, what the Law leads to, that the

Law demands. And the virtues are gentle human
virtues, tending to unite and not to separate. More-
over, these gentle human virtues did not, when
occasion demanded, exclude the heroic virtues as

well. The Rabbis were ever ready for martyrdom.
They say repeatedly : The words of the Law are

only established in him who is ready to die for them.
The religion of the Rabbis is an odd mixture of

idealism and of everyday detail. It is, at any rate,

a mixture of delicacy and everyday practicality.

This' we have noticed by actual quotations. But I

think it is also fair to call it a mixture of idealism and
practicality. Its details, its simplicity, its practical

applications, are hardly ever without a touch of

distinction, which seems to lift them above the

cortimpnplace. They are rarely what some men call

“ philistine.” The famous story of Elijah and the

men ^ho would enjoy the . Hereafter seems to

illtistrate the point. R. Beroka lived in a certain

street, and Elijah used to visit him. R. Beroka once
asked Elijah, Is there any one in this street who will
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inherit the world to come ? Elijah said, No. Then
they met a man, and Elijah said. He will.enjoy the

world to come. The Rabbi asked him Kls occupa-

tion ; he replied, I am a gaoler of a prison, and. I.

keep the men to themselves and the women, arid I

sleep between them that they sin not. If I see that

gentiles have their eye on a Jewess, I take my life in

my hands and deliver her. One day a betrothed

Jewess was with us
;

I poured wine dregs upon her

skirt, and said that her period was upon her. Then
two men passed them, and Elijah said, These two
men will also enjoy the lifg to come. The Rabbi ran

after them and asked them, What is your occupation }

They said, We are buffoons, and we amuse the

sorrowful, and when we see men quarrelling, we try

to make peace between them. I think this dis-

tinctive, this idealistic, touch of the Rabbis is due
to the fact that religion and moraKty are so genuinely

united with them that for them God is always in

their thoughts. It is the idea of God, the nearness

and reality of God, which prevent their details

becoming petty. He is the bond which unites, the

light which irradiates. And as His service demands
all the little duties and kindnesses of every day, so

it may at any moment demand something much
greater. The love of God demands faithfulness in

little things. I suppose that for most of us it is

almost all little things and everyday details. I suppose
it was so also with the Rabbis. But sometimes the

love of God demands faithfulness in big*^things.

And then it gives the power. “ What are we ?

What is our strength ? What our wisdom ^ What
our righteousness } ” So runs the familiar daily

prayer of the Rabbis still preserved in the orthodox
Prayer Book. It is humble, and withoutfassertion
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of merit But the love of God brings strange

strength from God. And, somehow,—here is,

perhaps, the most essential feature about the Rabbis
-t-i-it seems as natural when one reads about the

martyrdoms in the Hadrianic revolt as when one'

reads of some little storj-^ of everyday kindness or

charity. The death of Akiba is doubdess ex-

ceptional
;

it stands alone in its sombre beauty.

Yet it does not seem unlikely. It does not seem
unlikely that the same Rabbi who said that a man
who eats food which does not agree with him
debases himself, debases the food, and says an un-
suitable blessing over it, should also be the man who,
from the midst of his acute physical torment, should

laugh as he said the Shema, and should reply to the

question why he laughed by the retort. All my
life when I read the words. And thou shalt love the

Lord thy God with all thy heart and with all thy soul

and with all thy might, I was grieved, for I said to

myself. When will all three be within my power ?

I have loved Him with all my heart and with all my
might, but to love Him with all my soul ( = life) was
not assured to me. But now that “ with all my
soul ” has come, and the hour of saying the Shema
has arrived, and my resolution remains firm, should
I not laugh It was God, and the thought of
God, which made all this possible, Akiba’s death and
the simple moralities alike. The thought of God,
His unity, His nearness. His goodness : between
Him and the Rabbi there was no gulf. No angels,

no mediators, were needed to bring those two
together, and to keep the relation ’between them
strong and fresh and keen.

,
Hear one more quota-

tion ; The man in trouble who has a grand human
friend does not approach him all at once : he goes to

2 H
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his dooi", calls his servant, and gets him told that his

poor friend is at his door, for he is uncertain whether

he will be admitted or no. Not so 'With God.
The man in trouble need not call upon Michael or

Gabriel ; he has only to call upon God, and God
will hear him. It is, perhaps, this simple directness,

this pure and constant piety, this hallowing of the

manifold details of life, which we can still most of all

make use of in the Rabbinical literature.

NOTE

In a small book which I wrote some years ago, called Judaism and
St. Paul, I had occasion to deal very briefly with some aspects of

Rabbinic religion. A distinguished Christian scholar draws certain

conclusions from what I there said which appear to me to be

rather erroneous or only partially true.^ The fault is doubtless mine.

I wrote unclearly. As I may have committed the same fault again,

it may be well to enumerate those conclt^ons and to criticise them.

(1) Rabbinic Judaism “rested on the fact achieved, refused

Hellenism and refused progress.”

It certainly refused Hellenism, but that it “ rested on the fact

achieved and refused progress ” is, I think, only partially true. It

is true if the statement implies no more than that the Rabbis believed

that all religious truth was contained in the Old Testament and more
particularly in the Pentateuch. It is not, I think, true if it means

that, as a matter offact, the Rabbis did not go beyond the Old
Testament in their religious teaching and their religious practice.

I wonder whether a similar inconsistency might not be predicated

of most Church Fathers ? Would not they have said that all

religious truth was contained in the New Testament,? ^Y^et they

“ progressed ” beyond it, as the Rabbis progressed beyond the Old
Testament, though they were unconscious of the fact.

(2 ) Rabbinic Judaism “escaped the harassment 8f thought

;

it would not wrestle with problems.” This statement again seems

to go somewhat too far. The Rabbis were not systematic philo-^^

sophers. It woulS be unless to deny that the lack of philosophic

training, and the absence of philosophic dealing with.“ paoblems,”

are not a deficiency and a weakness. But it would hardlyT)e accurate

^ T. R. Glover, Progress in Religion (1922), p, 310.
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to hold that the Rabbis consciously said to themselves or to their

disciples : “We will not, and you need not, wrestle with problems.”

I believe that they did tixink about “ problems ” a good deal ; the

r^ults appear, not in reasoned treatises, but in flashes of insight, in

isolated sayings. I do not believe that they deliberately shut their

eyes to the problems, or deliberately thrust the problems away
from them.

(3)
“ It was contented with an easy-natured, parochial God.”

Here we have two very different accusations, which have to be

taken separately.

(^a) That the Rabbinic God was “ easy-natured ” is, 1 think,

erroneous. How often do we find the saying, “ God is long-

suffering, but He exacts what is due ” ? The fact is that Rabbinic

Judaism, like any other noble theistic religion, could never reach

complete theoretic consistency. Tl!e infinite mercy and compassion

of God, on the one hand ; the claims of justice, on the other, could

never be theoretically harmonised with each other. The Middah
of mercy is greater than the Middah of justice ; God’s pity prevails

over His wrath. And yet He will not acquit the guilty. He
punishes much, but He forgives more. What is there in this that

can justify the use of the depreciatory epithet “ easy-natured ” ?

It is odd that the harshness of the “ Judaic ” God has up till now
been the usual charge. He was just, but not loving. Now when
the inaccuracy of this description has been exposed. He is apparently

to be criticised in another way. He is not loving, but only “ easy-

natured.” I honestly believe that neither charge can be sustained.

{b) Was the Rabbinic God “ parochial ” I If this view is an

inaccuracy, it is, at all events, half a truth. The Rabbinic God
was too much the God of Israel. If that constituted part of His

strength, it also constituted part of His weakness. He was not

absolutely impartial. In that sense He was “ parochial.” But
He was not parochial in the way that, in old days, Chemosh or Bel

was parochial. He was the God of the whole world, and was not

without interest in its present and its future. So far as the inhabit-

ants of the world had prosperity and happiness, they received such

prosperity md happmess from God, though they knew Him not.

When the^ Rabbi was not thinking about the foes of Israel, he was
able to s^e^k of God’s relation to the world and to man in a very

unparochid way.' Again, he believed tivit in the future a consider-

able proportion of the inhabitants of the world would be converted

to the truefaith. In the noble Alentz prayer he prayed for this con-

version. The Rabbi who felt thu^ can hardly be said to have

worshipped a parochial God,



468 THE OLD TESTAME^NTAND AFTER m

(4)
“ It dismissed the great world to damnation.” Not, I

think, entirely accurate. The Rabbis did, I fancy, believe that a

certain proportion of the gentile world would be condemned

to Gehenna, and either annihilated or maintained there. But Ais

harsh view was not the mere result of easy-going indifference ; it

was not mere off-hand “ dismissal.” In one sense it was worse.

The desire for revenge, after long-sustained and appalling perse-

cutions, played a part. The old co-ordination of idolatry and sin

played another part. And we have also seen that the “ dismissal
”

was never complete. There were exceptions : charity was an

atonement for the gentiles, and some among them were righteous,

and therefore saveable. It might be argued that the Church

believed that the vast mass of the heathen world would be “ lost,”

and in that sense it, too, dismissed this great mass to damnation. If

it held that heathen, infidels, Heretics, and Jews were almost all to

enter into a hell from which there was no escape for ever, did it not,

in that sense, too, teach and worship a “ parochial ” God

(5)
‘‘ Israel and his God moved about on the surfaces of things,

content to compromise on an easy-going morality.” But in what

way did Israel and his God move about on the surfaces of things ?

It is unclear. Is it meant that the Rabbis took fidelity lightly ?

That they took sin lightly ? That th?y took the love of God
lightly ? But then how explain their martyrdoms ? How explain

the yearning and ardour of their love ? How explain their passion

for the sanctification of the name ? How explain their intense

horror of its profanation ? How explain the extreme strictness of

their moral teaching, the extreme delicacy of their moral sense ?

Of all adjectives for Rabbinic morality “ easy-going ” seems to me
about the least appropriate. What, perhaps, may be in the

author’s mind is the fact that the Rabbis did certainly te^ch and
emphasise a forgiving God, who needed no other sin-offering than

repentance, and that they showed a great reluctance in putting

limits to the forgiving capacity or the forgiving desires of God.
They found it hard to believe that any Israelite would be annihilated

or remain eternally m hell, except the very worst and most abandoned
sinners. To-day most Jews—I think all Liberal Jews-*‘^o far from
thinking that the Rabbis went too far in this direction, believe that

they did not go far enough, but because we are convinced uni-

versalists, we shotfld challenge the idea that we worship an easy-

natured God, or that either we or He, moving^ ,about on the

surfaces of things,” are “ content to compromise on an easy-going

morality ”

!



CHAPTER IV

HELLENISTIC CONTRIBUTIONS

The meeting of Hebrew and Greek thought is one
of the big and important* things in the spiritual

history of the world. I do not think that there has

ever been written an adequate account and apprecia-

tion of it from the Jewish point of view. It would
need large knowledge and large sympathy; it would
need a fervent admiration both of the Greek and
the Hebrew genius, together with a recognition of
their limits. The present writer possesses, as he
hopes, the sympathy and the admiration, but not

the knowledge. Therefore both here and elsewhere

he has offered, and offers, but fragmentary and im-
perfect contributions to a perennially fascinating

and delightful subject. Some day, doubtless, the

master will come, and the needful book will be
written. But the importance of the whole matter
lies partly in this, that the combination of Judaism
with Hellenism is a living problem, and not merely
a story hf the past. We have it now, and we need it

more, and we need more of it. It is a combination
which, it^ may be, each generation of Judaism must
fashion in jts turn, with differences and varia-

tions. Fof both Greek anc^ Hebrew spirituality are

immortal, yet neither can exist with fullest potency
without the other.

469
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Yet it v0ould, I suppose, be correct to say that

only now in modern times, only to-day, can Hellen-

ism and Judaism meet together in a perfectly con-

scious and satisfactory way. Only now, and onl^,

I think, by Liberal Judaism, can a fusion be effected

in a perfectly free way, with independence and an

open mind. Twice before did Jewish and Greek

thought meet together and bear fruit. First, in

Alexandria, just before and just after the beginning

of the Christian era. And then, again, many hun-

dred years later in the Middle Ages. Philo is the

record or embodiment* of the earlier meeting ;

Maimonides with many others is the record and
embodiment of the second. Nor can the imperfec-

tions of either Philo or Maimonides be rightly used

to constitute an argument against the need and
propriety of the meeting. In no wise do their

imperfections show that Hellenilm and Judaism, or

rather Hellenic and Jewish spirituality, cannot be

combined, and from that combination some fresh

spiritual creations cannot be achieved. We need,

not be discouraged. The conditions for us are far

happier than for them. It is true that Philo had
the possibility (how far he availed himself of it is

another question) of reading certain Greek bpoks
which we can never read, but this was but a poor
set-off to his disadvantages. His attitude towards
the Pentateuch

;
his odd ignorance or neglect of the

Prophets
;

the necessities of his allegoric?,! inter-

pretation of the Pentateuchal text
;

his defective

knowledge of Greek philosophy in the higher, more
historic, and alsb mofe philosophic manner in which
we know it to-day: alj these, and several other

limitations and imperfections, contributed to the

limited and imperfect result. It is needless to
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catalogue the very grave, though very, difFctent,
*

limitations of that meeting of Greek and Hebrew
thought which spoiled and crippled the philosophic

a*nd spiritual efforts of Maimonides and the Other

Jewish schoolmen. Neither group of imperfections

affects us. Therefore Liberal Jews to-day, and, far

n^ore truthfully. Liberal Jews of to-morrow, though

much lesser men than Philo or Maimonides, have

the power and possibility of achieving much more
satisfactory results. Judaism and Hellenism are

both revealed to them. They possess the sources.

They can catch andiearn the spirit of both. They
can stand above the sources, and possess that true

detachment, combined with that reverence, humility,

and appreciation, which are the condition of all

fruitful religious work of this particular kind. May
such men, equipped also with the adequate know-
ledge, large, sane, comprehensive, very speedily

arise !

My little book will only deal with the earlier

meeting, and of that most cursorily and imperfectly.

The second meeting I must leave altogether to

others. I wanted the greatest living Anglo-Jewish
scholar to write a chapter about it, but he would not.

It has seemed most advisable to confine my
remarks about Hellenistic contributions almost ex-

clusively to Philo. There is little to be found else-

where in Jewish-Hellenistic literature—that is, for

my pu»-pose—which is not also found, and found
more elaborately, in him. In themselves, and from
a more general point of view, there are many points

of interest in the Jewish ^byllirte books, or in

Pseudo-Phocylides, or in fhe Letter of Aristeas, or

in the Fourth Book of Maccabees, or in others, but
for our particular purpose we may safely neglect
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them. Their contributions would be small. We
may, however, notice in the Letter of Aristeas

how strong is the stress laid upon God’s part in all

human effort and achievement. The highest good
is to know that God is Lord of the universe, and

that in our finest achievements it is not we who
attain success, but God, who by His power brings

all things to fulfilment, and leads us to the goal.

Wisdom can be obtained only through divine help,

and so with every virtue. In fine, “ the efforts

of men are fulfilled by the assistance of God.”
“ God draws all men to Himself by His goodness.”

It is for man to imitate him, so far as man can.

A certain tenderness towards man as man is also

discernible, for “ human life is made up of pains

and penalties,” and ” all men are appointed by God
to share the greatest evil as well as the greatest

good.” A famous adage is aftiticipated in the

words, “ If you understood everything, you would
be filled with pity, for God is pitiful. This
constant reference to God as the “ starting-point

”

and the model, as well as the source of all and the

giver, is also characteristic of Philo. It is interest-

ing also to note the Platonic teaching that “ God
rules the whole world in the spirit of kindness and
without wrath at all.” One of the most curious

of the questions and replies is :
“ What is it that

resembles beauty in value Piety, for it is ^e

f

jre-eminent form of beauty, and its power,,lies in

ove, which is the gift of God.” Like Philo, the

author regards the Pentateuchal Law as the perfec-

tion of wisdom and righteousness. He is anxious

to justify the ceremonial enactments by supposing
them to have an ethical bearing and influence.

This view he specially illustrates by the example
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of the dietary laws. Thus there is deep reason

why some animals are forbidden and others are

permitted. It was not “ out of regard for weasels

and mice and other such things ” that they we|e

prohibited ! So, too, the birds which may not be

eaten are fierce and cruel, and the prohibition to

eat them is a sign that righteousness and gentleness

are to be practised. Chewing the cud and dividing

the hoof are given symbolical and spiritual inter-

pretations. All the rules of purity are to remind

us of, and to prevent, moral, abominations, and for

the sake of maintaining •clean bodies as well as

clean souls. The “ whole system aims at righteous-

ness and righteous relationships between man and
man.” The Israelites are separated from other

nations by all these ceremonial walls and ramparts

that they may “ remain pure in body and soul,

free from all vain imaginations, worshipping the

one Almighty God above the whole creation.” It

is, however, not distinctly taught that this separation

was for the sake of the world, or in order to execute

the better a religious mission.

The author of the Fourth Book of Maccabees
owes as much to Greek philoscmhy, and especially

to Plato and the Stoics, as Philo himself, and
though his long - winded sermon as a whole is

rather turgid and tiresome, there are some happy
phrases in it which mark the influence of Greece.

Like Philo and the Wisdom of Solomon, the book
preaches the doctrine of the immortality of the

soul. “ They who with their whole heart make
righteousness their first thoulght, these alone are

able to master the weakness of the flesh, believing

that unto God they die no^ but that they live unto

God.” Religion, if followed faithfully even unto



474 the OLD TESTAMEN^TAND AFTER ch.

i'

martyrdom and death, “ saves unto eternal life.”

Thus all those seven youths
“
hastened to the

death t»y torture as if running the road to im-

mortality.” Rhetorical though our author is, he*

yet makes us feel something of the sublimity of

the martyrdom of Eleazar, of the seven sons, and,

above all, of the heroic mother. “ For God’s sake

ye came into the world and enjoyed life : therefore

ye owe it to God to endure all pain for His sak&

:

the contest is noble.” ” Sweet is death for the sake

of the righteousness of our fathers.” The Rabbinic

doctrine of the atoning ‘fefficacy for others of the

death of the righteous is clearly taught. “ Be
merciful unto Thy people,” cries the martyr, ‘‘ and
let our punishment be a satisfaction on their behalf.

Make my blood their purification, and take my soul

to ransom their souls.” The words of the dying

Socrates are recalled in the phrase, “ My soul ye

cannot reach, not if ye would.”

The one familiar example of the meeting of

Greek and Hebrew to the ” general reader ” is the

Wisdom of Solomon, of which the date may be
about too to 50 B.c. For this book was happily

included in the Apocrypha, and is thus available

for all, more especially now in the excellent Revised

Version. It is most desirable that nobody should

read it in the very faulty and inadequate rendering

of the older version. But with regard to this book,

notable and extremely interesting as it is, Ldo not

propose to enter into any detail, for those of its

teachings whiclj are of special interest and value

for our purpose reappear, though not exactly in

the same form, in Philo. • Its conception of Wisdom
will be compared by the most casual reader with

that in the early chapters of Proverbs. It shows
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the kinship between Hebrew and Greek that Greek
influence has been predicated of the sublime

representation of Wisdom in the eighth chapter

of Proverbs, and also vehemently denied. In t^e

work of the Alexandrian sage the influence, is

obvious, but how well it accords with, and fits on
to, the Hebrew basis. How noble is the result.

“ For wisdom is more mobile than any motion
;

yea, she pervades and penetrates all things by
reason of her pureness. For she is a breath of the

power of God, and a clear* effluence of the glory

of the Almighty
;

therrfore can nothing defiled

find entrance into her. For she is an effulgence

from everlasting light, and an unspotted mirror of

the working of God, and an image of His goodness.

And she, being one, has power to do all things
;

and remaining in herself, she renews all things
;

and from generation to generation passing into holy

souls, she makes men friends of God and prophets.

For nothing does God love save him that dwells

with wisdom. For she is fairer than the sun, and
above all the constellations of the stars : being
compared with light, she is found to be before it.

For to the light of day succeeds night, but against

wisdom evil does not prevail.” Such a passage is

a possession for ever, and its value is undiminished
even to-day. There are also phrases here and
there which still appeal to us. As, for instance,
“ Thoo hast mercy on all men, because Thou hast

power to do all things, and Thou overlookest the

sins of men to the end they may repent. For
Thou lovest all things that ar*e, and abhorrest none
of the things which Thoit didst make

;
for never

wouldest Thou have fosmed anything if Thou
didst hate it. And how would anything have
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chdured except Thou hadst willed it ? Or that

which was not called by Thee, how would it have

been preserved ? But Thou sparest all things,

because they are Thine, O Sovereign Lord, Thou*
lover of men’s souls

;
for Thine incorruptible spirit

is in all things.” Just as God is “ the lover of

souls,” so the righteous must be “ a lover of men.”
Whom the gods love die young, said the Greek
poet, and our sage gives a peculiar turn to the same
thought. “ A righteous man, though he die before

his time, shall be at rest. For honourable old age

is not that which stands "in length of time, nor is

its measure given by number of years. But under-

standing is grey hairs unto men, and an unspotted

life is ripe old age. Being found well pleasing unto

God he was beloved of Him, and while living

among sinners he was translated. . . . Being made
perfect in a little time, he fulfilled a long time, for

his soul was pleasing unto the Lord
;

therefore he
hastened him away out of the midst of wickedness.”

But the great glory and beauty of the book is its

doctrine of immortality. Here Greek and Hebrew
make a noble product. “ To be acquainted with
Thee is perfect righteousness, and to know Thy,
dominion is the root of immortality.” By this

conception the problem of calamity is solved. We
no longer think of “ the wicked ” in the same way
as our sage : we are no longer content that they
should be merely destroyed or merely puiiished,

whether in this world or the next
; we want their

redemption. Yet no one can fail to be moved by
the striking spee'ches of the wicked in chapters two
and five of Widsom, chapters which one might be
tempted to quote from, jf they were not too wejl

known and so easily available. Nor is the doctrine
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concerning the righteous impaired in value or

vitality because of the inadMuacy of the doctrine

concerning the wicked. “ Tne righteous live for

“ever, and the Lord is their reward, and the care

for them with the Most High.” We, too, may
still in faith condemn the false arguments of the

wicked and their scorn of the righteous. For still

we “ vaunt that God is our Father.” Still do we
believe that the wicked “ know not the mysteries of

God,” nor “judge that there is a prize for blame-

less souls.” Still do we believe that “ God created

man for incorruption and made him an image of

His own proper being.” And our faith, too, can

be still expressed in those wonderful words :
“ The

souls of the righteous are in the hand of God, and
no torment shall touch them. In the eyes of the

foolish they seemed to have died, and their departure

was accounted to be their hurt, and their going from
us to be their ruin : but they are in peace. For
though in the sight of men they be punished, their

hope is full of immortality. And having borne
a little chastening, they shall receive great good,

because God made trial of them, and found them
worthy of Himself. As gold in the furnace He
proved them, and as a whole burnt offering He
accepted them.” How teaching such as this, had
it been known to him, would have soothed the

tortured spirit of Job !

Buf let us now pass on quickly to Philo. It is

nijt so very difficult now to write about him and
his teaching, because the books and essays about
him are increasing in number. We have a modern
critical edition of his wofks, and the beginning, at

4ny rate, of an adequate translation. But to find

©lit and state what is his precise contribution to
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Judaism is a much less simple task. What rough

edges of Old Testament teaching did he smooth ?

What did he add that has proved of permanent

value ? What can we learn from him to-day ?

What more especially has Liberal Judaism to learn

from him ? To these questions the answers are by

no means easy or obvious. First of all, perhaps, we
may say of Philo, as most readers of the Wisdom
of Solomon would, I think, say also of it, that

every now and then there is in him a certain new
flavour or aroma which reveals the Greek influence.

But this very flavour or.aroma is just something
which cannot be set down in words and paragraphs.

It is not a definite contribution of a particular piece

of doctrine. It is something more volatile and
unassessable. It is the touch of the spirit. Philo

is cumbrous and tedious, and (for us) often frofty

and obsolete
;

he is rhetorical* and turgid and
awkward, but yet in him, every now and then, we
have this flavour and this aroma

;
in him we have

a certain new spirituality, near enough to Hebraism
to be organically fusible with Hebraism : akin to,

though distinct from it.

We may, perhaps, employ the analogy of a

translation. A literal translation of a great work
of art gives the meaning of the . original. The
sense is the same, but the spirit is diflFerent. Some-
thing is lost. So, though inversely, when the same
things are said about God or some religious c^ctrine

by Philo as you might find in the Old Testament
or in the Rabbinical literature, yet just because of
the flavour and airomatof the Greek and of the Greek
spirit, something is add^d. The doctrine is the

same, and yet the two statements in which the

doctrine is contained are not entirely identical.
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The spirit of the selond is different from the spirit

of the first.. And this*intangible, scarcely desqdb-
able, spirit is the addition, the extra, the novelty.

* The actual and definite additions of value made
by Philo, and still usable by, and of value for 'Has

to-day, are, perhaps, not very numerous. More-
over, these additions are mainly couched, and
conveyed to us, in philosophical terms which have

become obsolete, and as part of a system which

was never fully or consistently worked out which

was always artificial and often absurd. Its artifici-

ality, obsoleteness, aiid jmTperfections all add to

the trouble. Yet in spite of all these hindrances,

some additions, expansions, and fillings out there

undoubtedly are. I shall not deal with them,

however, at any great length, because, in actual

substance and intention, if not in form, there is

often an odd pa; illelism between them and those

additions and expansions of the Rabbis which have
already been considered. Yet it would be a very

interesting and even profitable subject for a separate

essay to consider the Philonic and Rabbinic ex-

pansion in their agreements with, and differences

from, each other. And in this connection it may
be noted that the same thing applies in the case of
Philo as in the case of the Rabbinic literature, and
often, too, in the case of the New Testament.
The additions to the Old Testament of which we
may legitimately speak in all three cases are by no
means always, or necessarily, additions in the sense

that they give or contain something which is wholly
new, and is entirely absent freyn th« Old Testament.
We may legitimately s^eak of additions (or of

expansions, fillings out, or completions) where the

teaching exists indeed In the Old Testament,
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but not prominently or much. If the teach-

ing is more prominent in these later writings than

in the Old Testament, if it is more central, if it is

more vigorously and insistently pressed, then we
may properly regard it as an expansion or filling

out, or even as an addition and a “ smoothing.”

In the strictest sense, however, a rough edge of

the Old Testament is often not first corrected by
Rabbis, New Testament, or Philo. Most of tjhe

Old Testament rough edges are corrected, as we
have seen, by the OI^ Testament itself. But the

corrections may be incvlental or occasional, and
the tenor of their teaching may not have prevailed.

If the corrections are more central and prevailing

in those later books and authorities, then we may
legitimately speak of expansions and smoothings,

even though it be the Old Testament itself which
has led the way, and made the ‘ suggestion for its

own improvement.
It is a strange thing that, as I have already

indicated, the Hebrew Bible is for Philo practically

the Pentateuch only. Thus his whole outlook is

different from ours. The most precious things in

the whole Old Testament are ignored by, or un-
known to him. The grand universalism of the Baby-
lonian Isaiah, his great doctrines of the servant and
of Israel’s witnessing, he seems never to allude to.

And ifwe can find in Philo fine statements about the

inadequacy of outward worship, it would, almost
appear as if these were suggested to him rather by
Greek sayings and Greek philosophers than by the

Prophets of his own race. Philo has his difficulties

about the letter of Sci;ipture, or rather of the

Pentateuch, but these difficulties are only partly the

same as ours, and his m^hod of solving them—by
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allegory and symbolism—is wholly different from
our own. His main difficulties are the anthropo-

morphisms, the ascription to God of human parts

^d limbs, of human actions and limitations, cf

human feelings and emotions. It can hardly be said

that these worry us much to-day. Some we
recognise as due to early or crude conceptions of

the divine nature, but Philo knows nothing of any

religious development. For him jjMoses is the

supreme and perfect prophet, law-giver, and sage,

and the Pentateuch—the work of Moses—is the

supreme and perfect product of revelation. Any
apparent imperfection is apparent only. Penetrate

beneath the letter to the spiritual or allegorical mean-
ing within, and all becomes right and wise and true.

Other Pentateuchal anthropomorphisms are for us

merely the necessary ways in which human beings

have to talk about God. “ The Torah speaks in the

language of men.” This Rabbinic saying explains

for us a good deal, as it explained a good deal also

for the Rabbis, though doubtless to the Pentateuchal

writers these anthropomorphisms were less con-

sciously metaphorical than they are to us. And
being most of us less philosophic and metaphysical

than Philo, and less worried by the impossibility of

knowing the nature and essence of God, as He truly

is in His own being, to Himself and for Himself, we
have no difficulty about those anthropomorphisms
which ascribe to God a human character. The only

question with us is ; What is the sort of character

that they ascribe to Him ? What we worry about,

what we regard as Old Testament rdugh edges, are

rarely, if ever, alluded to dijrectly by Philo : to iVit,

the particularism ascribed ,to God and His par-

tiality, His ethical imperfections, His fierceness,
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His cruelty, and the fierceness and cruelty of the

laws or the deeds enjoined by Him, the methods and
examples of His punishments, and so on. The mere
anthropomorphisms as such bother us much le^

acutely, though we like the passages in which God's

ubiquity and “ immanence ” are asserted or implied,

and we use them to smooth the rough edges of

anthropomorphic limitations as to “ place,” or of

undue and one-sided “ transcendence.” Philo do;es.

in fact, correct some of our troubles, but he does so

incidentally, and not by way of direct allusion and
discussion, as in the cas« of the anthropomorphisms
to which he himself takes exception or in which he
himself finds a difficulty.

Philo is a philosopher, and we must not expect

to find in a philosopher the same religious uplifting

and inspiration as we find in a prophet or a psalmist

or in a great religious teacher su6h as Jesus or Paul.

Comparisons sometimes made between him and such

as these seem to me to be almost of necessity un-

satisfactory. Moreover, because he is a philosopher,

he is unsuited for the general reader; and though
one can make a catena orflorilegium of his fine sayings

or easier utterances, such a series of extracts can

hardly do him justice. And while he is a philosopher,

he is also a philosopher in chains. By hook or by
crook he has to extract all he wants to teach out of

the words of the Pentateuch, while these very words,

which are necessarily perfect and profound„lead him
on to subtlety after subtlety, and to one bizarre

explanation after another. Again, philosopher as he
is, his philosopTiy is •no consistent whole. He is an
eclectic, and he has not completely assimilated all he
knew and had read, depending most of all, as is

now, I believe, generally agreed, upon Posidonius, the
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platonising Stoic, who died some time about 50 B.c.,

and whose works have perished (though his teacWng
can be, and is being, reconstructed from surviving

ti-agments and from those later writers, such as

Cicero, who borrowed from, and were influenced by
him), Philb is by no means confined to arjy one school.

Like an impartial bee he culls his honey from many
flowers. This eclecticism makes him more difficult,

and it also makes him frequently inconsistent. But
though there is hardly a sentence in Philo which

could have been written except by a man conversant

with, and immersed in, •Greek philosophy, and
though there is any amount of him which would not

have seemed strange or foreign to Greek philosophers,

if many of them might sometimes have also added i**

“Yes, quite so
;
so say the Stoics, or so say the

Platohists, or so say the Pythagoreans, but a little

differently,” yet there is also a large amount of him
(and the two amounts often overlap) which in

substance, if not in form, would not have seemed
strange or foreign to a Palestinian Rabbi. I do not

know whether his words would have seemed stranger

and more foreign to a Rabbi of the first century, his

own contemporary, than to a Rabbi of the third or

fourth, but I feel confident that my statement is

true of the Rabbi of the third or fourth century (of

whom we know so much more), even if it be not so

true of the Rabbi of the first. The reason is that

the higher mind of Judaism has affinities with the

higher religious thought of Hellenism. They were
sufficiently alike for the Alexandrian Jew to be able

to drink deep of Hellenic thought without being

false to his Judaism, eithar consciously to himself

or even actually and positively. Philo could not

have so drunk of Indian thought, and remained



484 THE OLD TESTAMENTAND AFTER ch.

unconscious of the conflict. A Jewish Indian would
be an impossible combination : a Jewish Hellenistic

philosopher is not. In Greek garb, in Greek
terminology, breathing Greek aroma, containinp;

Greek thought, Philo’s words would, nevertheless,

have often appeared to the Rabbi (if he 'could have

understood them) to be full of the highest Judaism.

What has just been said might well be illustrated

by much of Philo’s teaching about God. And hence

a difficulty in dealing with Philo for my present

purpose. From one point of view, a great deal of

what Philo says about Gfcd might be quoted here as

being new—not a correction, not a “ smoothing ” or

an expansion, but yet something new in the sense

that theform is new, the wording is new, and, there-

fore, in some respects, the spirit is new. For a new
wording means, to some extent, a new spirit. And
yet, in another sense, it would not1)e, and is not, new,

not new, sometimes, even if a Philo chapter were
made to follow immediately upon an Old Testament
chapter, still less new if it follows upon a chapter

about the Rabbinical literature. Thus, for instancy

Philo’s teaching about the divine omnipresence i|

not a correction or expansion of the Old Testament
for the Old Testament has, as we know, her!'

corrected and expanded itself. It is still less i:

correction or expansion of the Rabbis. Neve;!;':

theless, as the ordinary man reads it, he wbuld, I

think, be conscious of a new fragrance, a i»ew way
of putting the thing, a new form for the old thought.
“ Not even the entire universe would be an adequate

home for God, Tor Hfe is a place to Himself, and full

of Himself, and sufficient to Himself, filling and
confining all other thiijgs, which are deficient and
desert and empty, but Himself being contained by
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noting else, as beir^ Himself one and the whole.'*
“ He reaches everywhere, He looks to the ends, He
fills the universe, and of Him not even the sm^iest

thing is empty.” “ God is both nowhere and every-

where; nowhere, because He generated place along

with the bodies which occupy it, and we may not

assert that the Maker is contained in anything of

the things made
;

everywhere, because having

stretched His powers through earth and water, air

and heaven. He has left no part of the universe

desert, but, having collected all things together,

made thnm fast with invisii)le bonds that they might
never be dissolved.” “He is not in time or place, but

above them both, for having all created things under
Himself, He is contained by nothing, but is outside

of all. And yet, though above and outside creation.

He has, none the less, filled creation with Himself.”

If the reader recalls certain Rabbinic utterances

about the divine ubiquity, he will be, I think, ready

to confirm what I have said: here, so far as Judaism
is concerned, is something both old and new.

If we were to compare Philo with certain

Psalmists— the authors, for example, of Psalms
xxiii., xlii., xxxvi., Ixxiii.—a man might be inclined

to argue :
“ Philosophically, Philo may have some-

thing to say and to add
;

religiously, he has nothing.

What can be added to the certainty, the assurance,

fbe intimacy, the passion, of these Psalmists }

Especially when to these qualities of theirs we add
their simplicity. Their appeal is universal; never

obsolete; fully adequate.” In a sense this is true,

but it is not the whole truth., Philo is not a mere
philosopher in the sense of a man who has a mere
intellectual curiosity to know the truth. He, has,

he is filled with, a profound yearning for God. ' The
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search for God is ,in his eyes thi one truly desirable,

the wisest and most proper, occupation of man.
To know God, so far as God can be known by man,
is for him a consuming passion. He cannot express

that passion in words of the same beauty aftd

simplicity as the Psalmists, but it is none the less

real. Secondly, he is possessed with the most
intense conviction of the reality of God: God is,

indeed, in the deepest sense of the word, the only

reality
;
He is much more real than the things of

sense, than the things we see and feel ;
Philo

believes in God much moij? intensely than he believes

in them. And thirdly, Philo, like the Psalmist, has

had living actual experience of God. He has com-
muned with Him ;

he has enjoyed Him, He has been
conscious of His presence, of His nearness. Philo is

not, what many of us are sadly conscious of being,

a man who merely talks about @od, or who even

believes in God as an intellectual, moral, and spiritual

necessity, as the ultimate and eternal source and
fount of knowledge and goodness in whom he there-

fore feels bound to put his credence. I do not say that

Philo had as much first-hand knowledge as the finest

Psalmists, but he was on the same plane with them;
his knowledge of God is of the same kind as theirs.

He is both a philosopher and a man of religion.

Hence his utterances, though couched in turgid,

rhetorical, and very unattractive language, are yet

often full of a deep religious fervour and conviction

that give to them a peculiar force and a peculiar
^

value. And when to all this we add his intellectual

capacity and hi» absorption of Hellenic thought, ^t

is not surprising that he sjiould be a figure of unique
interest in the range ofJewish literature. Jews must
be profoundly grateful to the Christian Church fo^
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having preserved hiili to us. For it is only by the^

work of Christian copyists and by reason of Christian'

interest that his writings have come down tO us.

Through Christian hands has this ardent Jew been
given back to Judaism.^ For ardent Jew he was, and
in, spite of the profound differences which separate

his Judaism from the Judaism of the Rabbis, in spite

of all his Hellenism in form and in thought, in

spite of all his borrowings from, and obligations

to, Greek philosophy, Philo was not merely an ardent

Jew in his own belief and feeling: his words, his

teachings, are in their iiynost substance, in their

most essential portions, in their deepest spirit,

profoundly Jewish. Ndt least is he Jewish in the

most fundamental portion of his teaching— his

doctrine of God. It is true, as I have said, that a

Greek reading him might say, “ I find nothing

entirely strange •i.or repellent,” but it is not the

whole truth. The extra part of the whole truth may
be more subtle, but it is not the less real. There
was, hardly a Greek before him, I think, who spoke

abfout God with the same tones and fervour and
passion as Philo. To any previous Greek philosopher

was God so personal, so near, so gracious, as to Philo ?

It is not the impersonal divine Reason to which
Philo is constantly seeking to draw near, which he
yearns to understand, for which he feels reverence

and love, but it is the living God, the Ruler and the

Creator, the Father of the universe and of man, not

TO Qelov but o deo'i. Was there a Greek philosopher

before him who had the same sort of conception of

God’s relation to man and of^an’s relation to God,

1 !t 18 pleasant, to see this fact fraukl^ acknowledged by Dr. Baeck in his 6ne

hook; Das f^esen des Judentumsy 2nd e^., p. 280 (1922). I do not remember

seeing the acknowledgement in any other Jewish work.
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so intense a conviction of God’s providence, grace,

and goodness, of man’s dependence, lowliness, and
createdness ? Philo has this passion for God,
though his philosophy teaches him that God can

never be comprehended by man in the fullness of His
being, though he realises that God can only be known
through His works and His powers, by that side or

aspect of Him which is turned towards man and
towards the world, which is inferred by man from
man’s own nature, which is disclosed by God^s
relations with man, and by the divine revelation to

man, so far as man ‘is ^capable of receiving the

revelation of God. What God is, man can never

fully know; it is a great distinction for man to know
that He is. “ That which is better than the good,

older than unity and purer than one, cannot possibly

be discerned by any other: He can only be appre-

hended by Himself. One would have to become
God to comprehend God. Hence Scripture says;
‘ My face shall not be seen.’ God cannot be
understood by the creature in His essential beiijg.”

There are a number of such passages. We, too,

should surely agree with them. We, too, should

not presume to imagine that we can understand
or know God as He truly is, in the fullness of His
being. Nevertheless, while convinced that the

search for God is a fruitless and presumptuous
search, if the goal sought is completion and fullness

of knowledge or vision, Philo is constantly straining

to know more and more, to get further and further,

to penetrate the impenetrable, to reach up towards
the unattainable, Tiy; search is glorious and full

of joy. “ The nature of God is hard ” (he means
“ impossible ”) “ to com‘prehend : nevertheless it

must be sought after as f&r as possible. For there
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is nothing better thaJ to seek for the true God, even
if finding Him transcends human power. For the

mere zeal and desire to seek bring in themselves

unspeakable pleasures and joys.” And though Qod
is in His fullness unknowable, there is yet much of

Him which can be known. One can know that He
is perfect, and this very perfection implies a great

deal. One can know that He has none of the weak-
nesses and imperfections of all that perishes and
changes, that comes and goes. Above all, one can

know that He is perfect reason and perfect goodness,

and that reason and goodness are fundamental

features or aspects of His Godhead. His goodness
is the source of creation, and His reason is the

instrument whereby it was created. How it is that

all this can be known about God must be read in

Dr. Drummond’s excellent book on Philo, or in

Br^hier’s book, or elsewhere.

It can hardly be said that all that Philo states

about God’s perfection, His goodness, and His
reason greatly adds to what we hear and learn

about God in the Old Testament. Yet as put in

other terms and more systematically, there is in

it a kind of novelty. The conception of God’s
” grace ” adds a new nuance to His goodness.

Grace (xa/oi?) as used by Piiilo is not quite the same
as any Hebrew noun. It is not quite the same as

Chesed (loving-kindness), or as mercy. Grace is

the cause of creation. ” Creation can give nothing,

for it owns nothing. To God alone grace is native.

To those who ask the origin of creation, one could

most rightly reply that it is th^ goodness and grace

of God, which He bestowed upon the race which is

after His image. For all that is in the universe,

and the universe itself, are’the gift and bounty and
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grace of God. All is due to ^od’s grace, though
naught is worthy of it; but God looked to His own
eternal goodness, and considered that to do good
befitted His own blessed and happy nature.” *

Philo was no more able to explain the existence

of evil than Plato or the Stoics, than the Psalmists

or the author of Job. Nor are his contributions

towards a theodicy of any value or originality.

But perhaps his debt to Plato, even more than his

higher Judaism, compelled him to believe that God
was the author of good only and in no wise of evil.

The famous statement of {he Second Isaiah, “ I create

evil (or calamity),” could hardly have been accepted

by him. He would have had to explain it away.
Philo is of value to us in his passionate belief that

goodness—^the perpetual will to give and to benefit

—is closely woven in the very texture of the divine

being. Philo’s goodness or graco as applied to God
is, in this respect, akin to the love of the Fourth
Gospel and the Chesed of the Pentateuch. More-
over, in Philo the world is not divided into sheep
and goats in the same rigid way as to the author of

the twenty-fifth chapter of Matthew, or into children

of light and children of darkness as to the author of

the Fourth Gospel. Love is a more beautiful word
than goodness, but Philo has a wider and more
inclusive view of God’s redemptive mercy than the

Evangelist. The fierce features of the divine char-

acter which we still find in the Psalmists and the

Prophets—God’s wrath and anger. His denuncia-
tions of the wicked, and His hardly concealed satis-

faction in their destruction either actual or foretold

(the wicked being for the most part the enemies of
Israel, or the violators ofHis commandments, or the

rich oppressors of His needy and pious servants)

—
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have all disappeared ^in Philo. And the value for

us, as it seems to me, of Philo’s teaching lies in

having attained this purity, in having reached this

^surance that, however difficult the facts of human
es;istence may be to reconcile with the divine

goodness, that goodness must be stuck to through
thick and thin, and that nothing must be allowed

to diminish it, least of all our own human passions

an4 predilections. Philo’s ways of dealing with

suffering and evil may be ineffectual and obsolete

or a little childish, his ways, of looking at human
wickedness and its punishment may not be ours,

but at least we can admire in him his conviction

that God is good and nothing but good, and that

our belief in this goodness must not be impaired

or lessened by ascribing to Him such inconsistent

conceptions as wrath or anger, or indeed any

activities which (Vith the attributes or qualities

from which they spring) are not to the moral

benefit and improvement of those to whom they

are directed. Philo is not entirely successful in his

efforts, and not always consistent, but the efforts

are there, and it is these efforts which are of value.

His partial failures are due to three causes. First

he, as a philosopher, had to try to explain every-

thing ; it was not in his line, or congruent with his

method, to say as we can say, “ The problem of

evil is insoluble
; but if God exists, and is good. He

is perfecitly good, good to all and not only to some,

good to the wicked, and not only to the virtuous,

the redeemer of all men, and not only of a minority

or a majority.” We can say that*, he could not.

Secondly, Philo was encumbered and entangled by
the text of the Pentateuch however much he might

allegorise and^xplain away, there was a stage beyond



49^ THE OLDTESTAMENTAND AFTER ch.

which his special point of vie'w^did not allow him to

go ; certain statements and stories had to be taken as

literally true as well as containing higher spiritual

meanings, and these stories and statements do speak

of punishments and evils happening to men (wicked

men, if you please) that were certainly not to their

benefit, and were not intended for their benefit.

Thirdly, Philo, like some people even to-day, was
less sensitive to the inconsistency of certain actiqns

with the divine goodness. There are theologians

even to-day who thinly that the belief that “ God is

love ” is yet perfectly consistent with eternal hell,

or at any rate with eternal exclusion from full

spiritual development and beatitude, for a small

number of very wilfully naughty persons, and who
even hold that determined universalists, such as the

present writer, are philosophically and religiously

feeble, foolish, and flabby. Hcf<v little surprised,

then, should we be if Philo does not draw all the

inferences from the pure goodness of God that we
Liberal Jews draw from it to-day. The great point

is that he does -press the purity, presses it definitely

and consciously beyond the Old Testament limits,

and even beyond the Rabbis. (Obviously I do not

mean that he was conscious of any religious inade-

quacy in the Pentateuch. On the contrary. He
regarded it as perfect, and was only concerned to

bring its perfections to the light and to explain its

difficulties.)
^

This is not the place in which to give any account
of Philo’s doctrine concerning angels or the divine

powers or the Logos. The object of my very
elementary essay is not jto set forth Philo’s philo-

sophic system or his reli^ous teaching, but merely
to consider how far tnis teaching goes beyond
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that of the Old TeAament, and is of value for us

to-day.

God as He is in Himself and to Himself is

ftnknown to, and unknowable by, man. But He is

known by His operations in the world and in man ;

He is known by His revelations of Himself v/hich

in His grace He has vouchsafed to certain Jewish

heroes of the past, to Abraham, to Isaac, and to

Jacob, and above all to Moses. He is known by

those aspects of His nature and His activity which
are turned outwards, which ^He allows and wisher,

to be known, and which e\^n average human nature

is, to some extent at least, capable of knowing and
understanding. Among these powers there are two
which are for man of supreme importance

;
they

stand closest to God in His relation to the world,

and reveal for us most of His nature in respect of

that relation. “ in the One and truly existing God
there are two great and primary powers, goodness

and authority : by goodness God created the world,

by authority He rules it, while a third power uniting

and mediating between both is reason (Logos), for

by reason God is both ruler and good.” The
two primary powers Philo equates with the two
divine names ” God ” and “ Lord.” “ God ” re-

presents the divine being as creator and as good,
“ Lord ” (Kvptot) represents Him as ruler. It will

be remembered that to the Rabbis the word Elohim
represepts God’s justice and severity, while “ the

Lord,” or rather the unutterable tetragrammaton
(Yahweh). represents His mercyand loving-kindness.

With Philo the symbolism is reversed, but it has to

be remembered that for, Philo the Greek Kvpio^

means just Lord and nothing else. The tetragram-

maton itself is distinct from it, and that xvpm is a
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mere rendering of Adonai, which was read wherever

Yahweh was written^ is not considered or known.
Yet just as the Middah of mercy is to the Rabbis

higher, and nearer to the very essence of the diviife

nature, than the Middah of justice, so too with Philo,

the creative power, which is also the power of

goodness, is nearer to God, or “ older,” than the

power of rule. Now, so far as the divine being is

ruler. He has the power both to do good or ill ^or

perhaps “ to benefit or to injure ”), ” acting in accord-

ance with the principle of proportionate requital.”

(Philo is not wholly free from the shackles of the

doctrine of tit for tat.) But so far as He is a

benefactor {i.e. so far as He is “ God ”), He wills

one of these possibilities only, namely, to benefit or

do good. God, therefore, has the capacity to do ill.

But He is, as we have heard, ever the cause of

good. Nevertheless, He does apparently punish

and destroy and kill. Of such actions the Penta-

teuch is fairly full. What, then, are we to say about

them It is clear that Philo is uneasy in the matter

;

he has no one consistent theory about it, and his

explanations, such as they are, are no longer of

much help or value. First of all, he adopts the Old
Testament conception that whom God chastises He
benefits. Punishment is not injurious, for it is both

a prevention and a correction of sins. Perhaps, he
says elsewhere, ” we should include the punitive

among the beneficent powers, not merely .because

punishments are parts of laws (for law is made up
of two parts, the honour of the good and the punish-

ment of the wicked), 'but because punishment often

admonishes and makes temperate the sinners them-
selves, and if not them,, at least their associates.

For the punishments of others make ordinary people
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better, for fear lesl^ they should suffer the like.”

Yet he has to admit that punishment, even when it

is a good, has in it some resemblance to evil, and
S.lso that some punishments are hardly to be regarded

as good, even though they may be justly inflicted,

because of the greatness and intensity of the human
wickedness of which they are the retribution. For
such cases Philo adopts the (as we should think)

desperate and wholly unsatisfactory expedient of

supposing that these punishments are not carried

out by God, but by certain dejegated and subordinate

angelic ministers and agenle. “ It is not becoming,”
says Philo, “ for God to punish, as He is the first

and the best legislator, but He punishes through

the ministration of others, not through Himself.

For it is suitable for Him to extend favours and
gifts and benefits, as He is by nature good and a

lover of giving, ®but to inflict punishments (not,

indeed, without His own command, for He is King)
through the agency of others who are adapted

to such services.” Who these others are, and hoW
far they are intended to be angels (as Dr. Drummond
thought), wholly different from the divine powers
in the stricter sense of the word, need not be dis-

cussed here. For the same reason Philo explains

the famous plural in “ Let us make man ” as due to

man’s composite and special nature by which he
was free to choose the evil as well as the good, and
was oft^n to do so. The formation of “ the mortal

part of the human soul ” God assigned to others

—

to those agencies and powers to whom He spoke

—

so that He might not have part iti the making of

that which was to do evil, a^id so that the good actions

of man might alone be ^scribed to Him and the

sinful ones to others. For God is the cause of
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good things only, and of nothfmg evil at all. It is

fitting for Him who is purely and perfectly good to

fashion and to do only what is good. “ The domain
of evil has been entrusted to angels, though eveh

they have not ail absolute power of punishment, in

order that His saving power should not originate

anything tending to destruction. Wherefore He
says, ‘ Come, let us go down and confound them.’

For the ungodly deserve to meet with such penaljLy,

namely, that God’s gracious and beneficent and
generous powers shoujd be associated with punish-

ments. Knowing, how^/er, that punishments are

beneficial to the race of men He ordained them
through others. For it was right that mankind
should be deemed worthy of correction, but, on the

other hand, that the springs of His ever-flowing

mercies should be guarded from all mixture of
things evil, not real only, but imaginary also.”

Philo ought to have realised that the maxim
qui facit per alium facit per se is as valid in

theology as in law, and as true for God as for man,
but, nevertheless, we can admire, and even learn

from, his intense desire to keep God free from being
the cause of evil, and, still more, from his passionate

conviction that God is goodness and only goodness,

and therefore impossibly the author of anything
which is less, or other, than good.

In his views and teaching as to the relation of
God to man and of man to God, Philo,^in one
essential and fundamental point, differs widely from
the Rabbis, and this difference gives him a special

value for us. There are many Rabbis, but there is

only one Philo. He is ynique, and, so far as tve

are concerned, he had no successors. Now Philo

is a Jew, and a conscious Jew, proud of his religion
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and his community, Aid also, I think it may be said,

of their religious mission. The special relation of
God to Israel in the past is very real to him, nor

does he, in theory, disbelieve in such a special

relation both in the present and in the future. But
in his writings, and as religion presents itself to

his own mind, Philo is a teacher of pure religious

individualism, and his philosophy applies to all

m^n, and not merely to Israel. The two poles

are not, as with the Rabbis, God and Israel, or

God and the Israelite, but God and man. God’s

relation to man is not even^nediated by His relation

to Israel. The human soul and God
; these are

the two terms of Philo’s religion ; these are the

two great counters with which he plays. That
human soul might belong to any race and to any
time. It is, indeed, independent of place and race

and time. This 'pure humanism is in itself some-
thing in Judaism which is comparatively new. It

gives to Philo’s writings a special importance and
value entirely their own. Moreover—and this is

also of much significance—though, as we have seen,

the sacred Scriptures are for Philo little else than

the Pentateuch, and though the Pentateuch is to him,

no less than to the Rabbis, the perfect word of God,
yet Philo’s attitude towards the Law is very different

from the attitude of the Rabbis. Philo, as we
shall hear later on, was an observant “ orthodox

”

Jew, and deprecated any neglect of the outward
observances. Nevertheless, the motive of his

fidelity* to these outward ordinances was very

different from the motive of ijie Rabbis : he had

no passion and joy and a|^sorbing interest in the

execution of the laws, or m their elaboration, or

in endless casuistical discussions concerning their
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observance. He observed tlfe letter, but he had
small interest in the letter. What absorbed him
was the spiritual teaching, the allegorical lessons

and revelations, which, as he believed, lay beneadb

the letter, and were the letter’s ultimate intention

and value and significance. He observed the

Passover, but what he cared about was the spiritual

Passover, as he calls it, the Passover of the soul.

The ordinances and prohibitions, the positive ^d
negative commands, were not for him the supreme
glory and distinction 9f Israel and of every Israelite.

They were not given for Israel’s glory and delight

and adornment and reward ; they were given for

the lessons they reveal to the soul, for the teachings

they convey as to the relation of the soul {every

human soul) to God, and of God to the soul. So

far as their mere outward observance gdes, they

bring reward when duly fulfilled,•• and cause punish-

ment when neglected or violated, but outward
reward and punishment are for the uninitiated, for

the lower rungs and ranks of humanity
;

they fall

away into insignificance for the true lover of God,
•and still more for the higher seeker after the full

vision of the supreme. The Law as a series of

positive and negative commands is not the revela-

tion of God in the highest aspect of Him which
man can grasp and reach, but rather the revelation

of God in His lowest aspect, in that aspect which
the lover and the mystic should and can transcend.

God’s highest specific relation to man is that of

benefactor : His creative and beneficent ’powers

are one
;

it is they which are reflected and implied

in the very word “ Go4 ”
itself. That aspect of

Him which relates to His rule and to His authority

is, as we saw, “ younger ” in thought, though not
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in time, and this ‘^younger m thought” mcahs
less essential, less adorable, • in nature. This two-
” powers ” of goodness and authority are also

dften conceived as united in the higher power of

thought or reason— the divine Logos— of which
there will be a little more to say later on. Now
in one important passage Philo makes another

division of the divine powers into six. He supposes

that these six powers are symbolised in the six

cities* of refuge. The “ oldest ” and best of these

cities or powers is the Logo%. “ The Logos is the

metropolis. The other fi-^e are, as it were, colonies

of the Logos. The first is the creative power, the

'

secorni the kingly power, by which the maker
,

rules what has come into being. Third is the

propitious power, by which the artificer pities

and has compassion on His own work. Fourth is,

the legislative poWer, by which God orders what
man must do

;
fifth is that portion of the legislative

power by which He forbids what must not be

done.” It will be observed that the legislative

powers are the lowest two in the scale ! What
would the Rabbis have said to such a division }

In the first three powers the heavens and the whole
universe share. “ But the last three powers are

near to us, and have relations with the race of men,
who alone sin. For who of those who are not

going to do wrong needs prohibition, or who of

those who are not liable to stumble needs command,
or who of those who will never sin needs pity ?

But otfr race needs all three, because it is by nature

inclined both to voluntary and involuntary sins.”

The Law is no longer a sort of divine good, pre-

existent before the world jvas created, which God
Himself rejoices in and studies. It is support and
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restraint for frail and erring humanity. The better

you grow—such is the inference—the less is the

need for law
;

the more capable will you become
for realising and worshipping those divine powers,

those higher aspects of God, which are above the

preceptive and the prohibitive. It is true that

the Rabbis also speak of the Law as existing for the

use of men and not of the angels, but then the

angels almost envy man because of his possession

of the Law. For us, however, the more interest-

ing and valuable featyre in this difference between

Philo and the Rabbis is to be gleaned, not so much
in the relation of God to man, as in the relation of

man to God. And here it is that Philo’s Hellenism
again comes in. To the Hebrew spirit of the

Rabbis the great privilege and duty of man is to

know and to do God’s will as revealed in the Law.
To the Hellenised spirit of Philo' the great privilege

and duty of man is to know and contemplate and
adore God Himself. This, rather than doing
certain actions, whether moral or ceremonial, is His
true service.

The two main and fundamental human attitudes

or relations to God are to Philo, as to the Rabbis,

fear and love. (It is noticeable that Philo uses

the term “ love ” for man’s attitude towards God,
but never, I think, for God’s attitude towards man :

here goodness is used, and not love.) The two
primary powers of God suggest the two, primary
attitudes of man. As creator and benefactor we
love God, as ruler we fear Him. The ‘powers

which are belcfw th« first two, more especially the

preceptive and the prohibitive (the two subdivisions

of the legislative), ought logically to suggest an
^attitude which is below that of fear, but Philo is
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,

unable to make deal' what such an attitude could

be. Perhaps we might say that the fear which behts

our realisation of God as ruler is the higher fear

Arhich we call reverence, while the lower fear, which
goes with the anticipation of punishment, is the

attitude suggested by the sixth or prohibitive

power, and that the hope of reward is the attitude

suggested by the fifth or preceptive power. But

tito is an inference : Philo does not say so definitely.

Gk)d, says Philo, “ does not demand from us

anything hard or complicate^, but something very

easy and simple. It is to iove Him as a benefactor,

or, if that be too much, at least to fear Him as our

ruler and Lord.” Philo is not entirely consistent

upon the subject of love and fear. While always

putting love above fear, he sometimes finds the

highest and best attitude towards God in a sort of

conscious combination of love and fear, sometimes,

on the other hand, in a pure love which has dispensed

with, and cast out, fear. Thus, in one passage, he

goes so far as to say :
“ Of bad men the Deity

claims to be called ruler and king
;
of the improv-

ing and advancing, God
;

while of those who are

best and most perfect, God and Lord at once. We
must seek to realise both the goodness and the

authority (or rule) of God, for then we shall also

learn the union and combination of these undefiled

powers, wherein, by the manifestation of His rule,

God seems also to be good, and by the manifestation

of His goodness. He seems to be ruling. So shall

we accjuirr, the virtues born of these conceptions, a

love and reverence of God. • Theti in prosperity

we shall not talk big, remembering the greatness '

of God’s mighty rule, and adversity we shall

not despair, remembering God’s gentleness and love
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of giving.” We must learn tiiat God is supreme,

and is raised above His powers, apd is seen, without

them, while He also manifests Himself in them.

Thus shall we receive within our souls the impressiort

(or stamp) both of His power and of His goodness.

But Philo sometimes declares that the more perfect

disposition is one which has removed from the soul

the fear which is felt towards God as a master,

and which needs goodness or grace only. “ Itjs

not bettered by admonishing rule, for it possesses

the good by nature, ^nd from the gifts showered
from above, it is good and perfect from the start.

What can be a greater good than to reach pure
and unmixed beneficence ? Much less good is it

to have the mixture of gift and rule. That is why
Jacob prayed that the Lord might become for him
God : he wished no longer to fear Him as a ruler,

but only to honour Him lovingly Ss a benefactor.”

It is interesting and noteworthy that Philo

associates the lower attitude towards God with a

lower theoretical conception of Him. He constantly

quotes the Biblical saying, “ God is not as man,”
and contrasts it with the frequent phrases and
utterances which imply that God is as man. He
realises that “ we cannot get out of ourselves, and
so we have to form our conceptions of the uncreated
God from our own attributes.” The Biblical

anthropomorphisms, which go much beyond such
general necessity, and ascribe to God hum%n shape
or parts or passions, were deliberately introduced
as an accommodation and as a concession for.

w^ker intelligtnces^ and also for purposes of
education. The two g© together. Some people
are so dull by nature th^ they simply cannot think
of God at all unless they think of Him as having a
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body. These are ajso the very people who need
restraining from ^in through fear. Thus th^ fear

of God goes togfether with a low anthropomorphic
conception of Him ; the love of God with that

higher conception of Him which knows that human
shape and bodily parts and all human passions (that

depend upon, and are interconnected with, the

body) are utterly absent from God. Wrath and
tljfeats are educational instruments for the foolish

and the evil-doer, and for them alone. The passions

and diseases of the soul are both intellectual and
moral

;
they are both in ©ne. Thus with the two

fundamental assertions, God is as man, and God
is not as man, tvvo other fundamental principles

seem closely interwoven and akin : fear and love.

For all the exhortations to piety by means of the

laws depend either upon the fear or on the love

of God. “ To those, then, who do not in thought
ascribe to God either part or passion of man, but
worthily honour Him on account of Himself alone,

love is most appropriate, but to all others, fear.”

When I was studying Philo nearly thirty years

ago, it appeared to me as if this teaching of

Philo’s was a confusion (characteristic both for

the Greeks and, perhaps, in a certain measure, for

the Rabbis) of low intelligence with low morality.

Do we not all know many gentle, humble souls

of small intelligence and meagre knowledge, who
probably think of God as a very wise and very

good bid gentleman, with intensely acute ears

and ayes, sitting in heaven upon a high and
splendid throne, but who jjet love Him purely

with, all their heart and strength } But while this

is undoubtedly true—that such persons do exist

and have for long generations existed—I now seem
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to see that there is more in Philo’s view than at

first sight meets the eye. There is and must be
an ultimate and natural correspondence between our

intellectual conception of God and our emotions!

attitude towards Him. In the long run the two
tend to agree. It is true that the intellectual

conception tends to lag behind the emotional

attitude. But a connection exists between the

one and the other. Even the dullest person to-day

could not love God if he believed Him to .be a

monkey or a fish or a stone. Our personality tends

to become a harmonious unity, and the fitting

emotion tends to become wedded to the fitting

thought. Beneficence or righteousness as a per-

manent attribute, as part of the very essence of
His being, seems harmonious with the conception

of God as “ spirit ”
; wayward wrath, vindictive-

ness, passions which come and get, do not. Purify

your conception of God’s nature, and you must
also purify your conception of His moral attributes.

Purify your conception of both, and you necessarily

purify your own emotional attitude towards Him.
Why should you fear (in any lower sense of the

word) Him who is only good and on/y loving, who
is free from passion and hatred and wrath, who can

only desire your moral redemption and development,
be you sinner and saint, who can only grieve over

your failings, who can only rejoice over your success ?

The impure conception of God may for a lopg while
coexist with a pure emotional attitude

;
but ’ the

pure conception will bring with it the pure attitude,,

and the pure attitude will be all the readier to

appreciate, understand, and appropriate (for love

opens the doors of the piind and quickens it) ,the

pure conception. Therefore Philo’s views and
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theories do not, it ijdw seems to me, indicate mere
confusion ; they are not either completely inaccurate

or completely valueless—not even valueless for us to-

liay. For must we not still try to purify and vivify

our conceptions of God, and to purify and vivify our
attitude towards Him ? Must we not think about
Him as well as feel about Him ? Must we not,

so far as in us lies, attempt—must not each genera-

tion attempt—a harmony between conception and
attitude ? If so, Philo’s words and views have still

some bearing upon what we, or at least some of

us, ought to do, and th^y* contain both warning
and suggestiveness. For we must not allow either

conception to lag behind attitude, or attitude behind
conception. Both are possible incompletenesses

which may be true of different sorts of people.

Like Philo, we should seek for harmony.
Philo has ne«d to speak of the necessity of the

Biblical anthropomorphisms and of the fear of God,
for (like his teachers the Stoics) he is pessimistic

about the number of bad men and the paucity of the

good. And it is curious how, in spite of this pessi-

mism, he never seems to have any difficulty in keep-

ing God clear from the imputation of having created

so doleful a race of beings with whom sin was innate

or inevitable and virtue so occasional and rare.

Omar’s, or rather FitzGerald’s, famous forgiveness

of God for the creation of man from “ baser earth
”

would have seemed to Philo the height of impiety.

Man must sin, but God the creator is guiltless.

Harci it is to find one wise man, but the number of

the -bad is countless. I^ i% a finer thing to do
good than to avoid evil .(Philo would be quite in

agreement with the mq,ciern laudation of “ do ”

over '** don’t ”), but for mortal man to avoid wrong
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is not by any means to be d^pised, and is ev^
regarded as equivalent to doing right. “ Innumer-
able are the things which stain the soul, and to wash
them all away is impossible. Who would seek for*

a perfectly just or good man ? Be content if you
find one who is not altogether bad ! Of the

common herd none partakes of true life at all,

and few share the life according to virtue, even of

those who would wish to shun human interests and
live for God alone.” All this is, perhaps, little

more than the customary rhetoric and exaggera-

tion of the philosopher,, of Philo’s day. More
interesting is his view that potentially,

,
at least,

every man can become good, and that evety man is

potentially, at least, the child of God. There are

no differences in kind, predestined children of evil,

as seems to be the doctrine of the Fourth Gospel.
“ Every man,” says Philo, “ as regards his mind is

related to the divine reason, for he is an impress

or fragment of that blessed nature.” Once assume,

as Philo does, that God was not to be blamed for

creating a creature so fragile as man, that human
freedom and goodness, rare as they are in their

perfection, are worth the price, and you can with
Philo go on to praise God for His mercy and
gentleness. God loves to give ; He has made no
soul without the capacity of goodness, even if the

use of the capacity be to some impossible. In

every man there is an instinctive passionate^hatred

of vice—even in quite ordinary persons 1
” Again*

“ Who is there so without reason and soul as never,

either voluntarily or 4n\oluntarily, to qonceive a

notion of the Highest .For a sudden apparition

of the good frequently flitg past even the wickedest,

but they cannot retain or keep a hold on it.” TPh^b'
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admits that \Hirtue sometimes “ obscured by un-
favourable circumstances, and again revealed l?y

opportunity, the servant of God.” There are, in-

deed, many who are born with excellent capacities

or endowments for wisdom or virtue, but “ the

beauty of the images in their minds they are unable

to reveal through their poverty or obscurity, or

through bodily disease, or some other of the many
misfortunes which attend upon the life of man. The
good they have is, as it were, cabined and confined.”

Philo anticipates the elegy. Fine and valuable are

his words about the innj^nierable powers of God
which, as it were, adapt and suit themselves for the

small as well as for the great. “ The powers of

God are ubiquitous, not merely for the benefit of

pre-eminent men, but also of those who seem to be
insignificant. To them, too, God gives what har-

monises with the capacity and measure of their

souls, for He measures out with equal rule what is

proportionate to each.” He seems to mean, by his

use in this passage of the divine powers, not so much
the general idea that God gives to each man what is

suitable for him, but more specifically that God
allows each man to perceive that aspect of Himself
which the man is capable of apprehending. The
powers or aspects are many and various : each man
can learn to know God up to a certain point or in

a certain way, and though the amounts of know-
ledge v^ry, and are differently compacted together,

all ’may be true, though not all equally true, and
none*of them anything like the fullest truth to

which a great saint and phijosopker could attain,

which fullest truth itself ^s far removed from the

wimple truth as it is in pod and for God. The
dlWe being is, therefore, in diflFerent measures
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and ways gracious and compassionate to all. Even
as Ezekiel taught, so also Philo teaches that God
does not desire the death of the wicked

; even as

the Rabbis taught, so Philo teaches that God meet?
more than half-way the repentant sinner^ and helps

the sinner to repent. In fact, it may, perhaps, even

be said that Philo is sometimes inclined to emphasise

God’s share in the work of repentance and redemp-
tion even more than the Rabbis, as if the vgry

process was often started by the prevenient grace of

God. This thought would be part of his general

intense desire to regard pvery virtue, every power,

every achievement of man as due less to himself and
to his own capacity and effort than to the gift and
grace and influence of God. “ What soul ever put

out of sight and annihilated wickedness, save that

soul to which God was revealed } It is God alone

who can open the womb of the souv, and sow virtues

in it, and make it pregnant and bring forth the

good.” How great is the grace of God, “ who antici-

pates our hesitation (or intention) and comes to

meet us, to the great benefit of our souls.” How,
asks Philo in one place, can a thoroughly wicked
soul return to goodness ? What length of time
could bring it back “ No time,” he answers,
“ but God alone, to whom what is to us impossible

is possible.” It would be absurd to suppose that

men are able “ without divine wisdom to wash and
cleanse a life which is full of stains.” Perljaps the

most significant passage in which Philo reveals his

belief that, as with all other good movements and,

capacities of the •soul, ,the change from evil to good
is due to God’s grace aqd not to our own power
(even though we may seeip to have made the change
ourselves, because we desire to make it), is one in
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which he recounts #his own experience. “ Often
when I wish to think something seemly, I am over-

whelmed with floods of what is unseemly, and on
"the other hand, when something ugly comes into

my mind, I can wash it away './ith thoughts, which
the grace of God bestows upon me, pouring sweet

water instead of salt into my soul.” Clearly, Philo

regards the unclean thought as due to his own
caeatureliness, the clean thought which drives it

away as due to the grace and goodness of God.
Through His ubiquitous and redemptive powers God
is constantly operative fongood.

It would sometimes almost seem as if to Philo

man did nothing and God did all. One trios to

realise what he meant by the doctrine, and why he

was so tremendously in earnest about it. He is

anxious to emphasise the dependence and derivative-

ness of man : h^appears to regard it as enormously

important to character for man to be constantly

conscious of his createdness, of his innunierable

and perpetual obligations to the divine giver and
creator. Moreover, he really and honestly believes

that, in one sense or other, it is God from whom all

our knowledge and all our goodness—all our in-

tellectual, moral, and, I suppose, also all our aesthetic

achievements, are derived, and to whose aid and
inspiration they are due. He does not, any more
than Ezekiel, desire to prevent effort. Indeed, like

Ezeki^ he (as Windisch notices) urges man to

work at and achieve his own moral regeneration and
redeiflption, deliverance and development. But he

also believes, and he is intensely keen to make
others believe, that both, the effort itself and the

results of the effort are dye to the grace of God, to

the divine powers within the soul, to the kinship
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bettveen man and God, and toltbe fact that God is,

as it were, constantly stirring up that kihship, those

powers of His wiUiin the soul, to do their work.
He seems to hold that if man humbly recognises hi5

indebtedness to God and his dependence upon God,
then only true advance and improvement are possible.

If, however, man refuses to acknowled^ this in-

debtedness, if he thinks that he is the sole cause pf

his own actions and achievements, then these vary

actions and achievements will be feeble, or corrupt.

For every good thought and action, as, well, as fdr

all excellence in endowment, man must thank God
the giver. “ It is not I, but God in me.” It is as

if a dog were to recognise that all his virtues, whereby
he is raised above the fox and the wolf, were due
to his contact and life with man. And it is more.
For the constitution and nature of man are divine,

or contain a divine element. Tiiis element only

works for good and for truth if it recognises its

origin. Moreover, the doctrine appears to be that

the divine element within man is sustained ’by, ,

and can be in vital connection with, the omnipresent
Deity of the universe. It is as if the windows of
the soul can be opened more widely, or kept more

.

clean, for the sun and air to enter. If you refuse

to recognise the windows, if you deny the light and
the air, your condition must clearly deteriorate. But
the very opening of the window itself, or the very
cleaning of it, are themselves due to somethi|?g more
than your own effort. They, too, are partly due -to

the giver of all. Acknowledge God’s work, and
help yourself to 'receive it: such would seem to be
the whole duty of man. .How far should all this be
the doctrine of Judaism tp-day ?

God helps man both as being without him and
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within Hii|i. In lisrl^seijses may -God be said to be
^ithia man ?

In-oii^ sense God may be said to be within every
•man becausre God “ breathed into him from above
something of His own divineness.” By virtue of

hfe mind .every man contains an impression, or frag-

ment, or. ray, of the divine nature. How could

the mind be able to embrace the vastness of heaven

Si^d of' the universe “ unless it were an undivided

fragment of that divine and blessed soul ” ? As
divine reason is omnipresent, it might be said, per-

haps, oh Pbilonic lines tfeaf we are in God just as

weU as that God is in us. Thus, man’s body is the
“ sacred temple of a rational soul.” Man is “ a

relative and kinsman of God because of his reason.”

On the moral side, reason, the divine image, “ made
real and stamped by the seal of God, the impression

of which is the eternal Logos,” is the source both

of ^od and evil. Man’s mixed nature makes him
unlike beings both below and above him. The one
are capable of good, but not of evil; the other are

capable of neither.

Nevertheless, there is a sense in which God is

said to dwell within the good, but not within the

bad. There is no more fitting dwelling-place for

God “ than a completely purified soul.” How
difficult are the image and the thought. Philo ex-

pressly declares that a local sense is not intended,

for “ Qod contains all things and is contained by
none.” Yet it would appear as if something more
weremieant than mere metaphor. It is not merely

that God may be said “to, exereise special fore-

thought and care ” for tlje good. There must be

some sense in which Phi^o supposes that the good
man does contain more of God than the bad, in
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possesses more of, Him than the bad. The soul of

a man Who is at peace with himself and a lover of true

philosophy—here is the earthly city of God: it is

not built of wood or stone. God is most immanent
in the wisest and the noblest, or, as Philo would put

it, lesser men receive some more Or IpSs occasional

and partial divine thought, a higher group may
receive the divine thought or reason generally, or.^js

a whole, while the truly inspired and most perfect

man may be said to receive God Himself. “ In

the understandings of th^se who are perfectly puri-

fied the God and sovereign of the universe walks

about noiselessly, alone and invisibly
; but in the

understandings of those who are still undergoing
cleansing, and have not yet entirely washed away
their defilements, angels,—the divine Logoi, or

Thoughts,—walk, making them bright and clean.”

Always the notion is much the same. Any change
in man from worse to better, from sin to virtue,

from ignorance to knowledge, from less good to more
good, must somehow be due to God. Especially any
sudden inspiration would be regarded as from God.
He “ sends his own Logoi, or Thoughts, to help the
lovers of virtue : they treat and completely heal the
sicknesses of the soul, giving sacred admonitions
in the form of immovable laws, and calling to the

practice of these laws, they, like trainers of

gymnasts, implant strength and irresistible power,”
The apprehension of a divine thought is the .same,

thing as the immanence of that thought withiif

the soul. The “apprehension of the Logos as a
whole is also its immanence. It is the highest
stage of divine indwelling which a good and wise
man may hope for, even though he constantly
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strain ao4 struggle jjbjsyond it. The apprehenskui
of the Logos is correspondingly the highest stage in

the knowledge of God which such a one can reach.

It appears to imply and include every aspect of God
which anybody may attain to, short of specific, direct,

and special inspiration. Most of us have to be con-

tent with very much less ; we are able, in other

words, to catch a glimpse of God, now in one aspect

and now in another; few men, and that rarely, can

realise Him in that harmonious combination of many
aspects which, in their unity and completeness, are

expressed and symboliseci 6y the Logos. “ The
soul of the perfect man is nourished by the whole
Logos. We must be content if wc are nourished

by a portion of it.” Philo often strains metaphor
and language to express the idea that the divine

reason is both the source and the goal
;

it is without

and within without the soul in God and within

the soul as the immanent divine guest; it is the

cause of man’s highest knowledge and it is that

highest knowledge itself. “ Who can pour out the

sacred cup of true joy to the blissful soul which
holds out the most sacred cup, which is its own
reason, except the Logos, the cupbearer of God,
the master of His feast ? And the Logos is not

cupbearer only, but is itself the pure draught, itself

the joy and exultation, itself the pouring forth and
the delight, itself the ambrosial philtre and potion of

happine^ and joy.”

It is of much interest that one evidence and
expression of God in man is, to Philo, the human
conscience. Philo borrowed, the* conception of

conscience and the word fQr it from the Stoics, and
writes about it with freque^py. It is the “ convicter

”

and the j-udge within the soul. It compels
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men against their will to confess their sins. It

is witness and accuser and judge. It is unerring

and incorruptible. It gives the consciousness of

rectitude as well as the consciousness of sin. It is

born with the birth of the soul, unsusceptible of

wrong, by nature ever hating the evil and loving the

good; it not only accuses and convicts, but teaches,

persuades, exhorts, and if its owner yields, it rejoices

and is reconciled, but ifhe resents, it wages an endless

war with him, both day and night, till his misqfable

and accursed life is ended. Now, just as we speak

of conscience as the vofc^of God, so Philo identifies

it with the divine Logos. In one sense, it is, as it

were, the cause of sin, as well as the cause of right-

doing, for without its presence in the soul no
erroneous action could be deserving of blame, and
sin would therefore be impossible. The Logos is

the root of sin, but not its strength. “ As long as

the divine Logos has not entered our souls, all our
actions are blameless.” But when the true priest,

conviction (i.e. the Logos), enters within us, like a
purest ray of light, we see the guilt of actions done
previously in ignorance. The Logos comes to us

as an angel guide, removing the stumbling-block

before our feet. Conscience is the undefiled High
Priest, for whose perpetual life within the soul we
shall do well to pray. But this High Priest is only
another name for the divine Logos.

Let us pause at this stage for one or two general

observations. In reading Philo we may often be
repelled by his form. His language and method
are wearisome > his

^
allegories and symbolism are

obsolete; his philosophy is eclectic and borrowed,
not wholly harmonious in its constituent parts, while

in much of its terminology and in many of its
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doctrines it is supeijpeded and out of date. Yet it

is desirable to notice how, beneath all that is obsolete

and tedious, some essentials of Judaism, and even of
modern Judaism, are clearly and strongly taught.

Both the right agnosticism and the right knowledge
of God (as we believe) are found in Philo. None
can know God as He truly is in the infinite wealth of

His divine nature, and yet even for us the concep-

tion of the divine perfection means something and
meajis much. From the existence of the world and
from our souls we infer rightly the divine goodness

and rule, and we unite them into the Logos, the

divine reason. These affirmations of Philo respect-

ing God are our affirmations to-day. And we may
also notice how Philo, while emphasising quite as

much as any polemically minded Jew could desire

the unity of God, yet knows how to teach the divine

immanence in tla»e world and in man, as well as the

divine transcendence. God is both far and near,

without and within. Philo is no more afraid than

the author of the eighth chapter of Proverbs or of the

hundred and thirty-ninth Psalm, or of the Wisdom
of Solomon, to use terms which seem to make of

certain aspects of God, or of God’s self-manifesta-

tions, semi -independent divine agencies, which

almost seem to stand and mediate between the world

and the Godhead. He is not afraid to do this,

because there was no other monotheistic and yet

non-Jewish religion for him to combat ; there was

no one to question his orthodoxy or to impugn his

attachment to the doctrine of the divine unity.

Hence, he had not to concentrate his emphasis upon

the transcendence of God he had not to concentrate

attention upon His withoutness. He could talk as

much as he pleased upon*His withinness, upon His
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self-revelation in the world and, in the soul of man,
and he was under no fear of being regarded as a

semi-Christian or Trinitarian, (Yet he, too, it must
be admitted, does occasionally, when he touches on»

this very point, insist that he is teaching a mystery

which must not be too carelessly revealed to the

uninitiated and the profane.) In view of what was
to happen in the history of theology, it is very

interesting to find Philo teaching a triple representa-

tion of God. The goodness and power of God are

often regarded as His attendants which form with

Himself, for the apprehension of man, a representa-

tion now of one, and rJgf p>{ three. “In the middle
is the father of the uliiverse, the self-existent, on
each side His oldest and nearest powers, the creative

and the regal (His goodness and His authority).”

To see God as one is truer than to see Him as three,

but it is not given to all. The 9(t)ul has a vision

of a unity, when, “ being perfectly purified, and
having transcended not only multiplicity, but even

the duad which adjoins unity, it presses on to the

Form (or idea) which is unmingled and uncompli-
cated, and entirely self-sufficient

; it has a vision

of three, when, unable from itself alone to apprehend
the self-existent in its absoluteness and purity, it can
only apprehend it through its effects as either

creating or ruling (or as goodness and authority).

This, then, is a ‘ second best,’ but none the less

partakes of opinion dear to God. But the^ former
method does not partake, but is itself the opinion
dear to God, or rather it is truth, which is ‘ <^der

’

(t.e. more primarj' and .weighty) than opinion.” The
highest conception of God is to know Him as one,
not, however (I think), a, bare one, but a rich one;
it may, however, be that we can only appreciate God’s
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richness by holding apart His goodness and His
authority from His existence, that is, by viewing
the manifestations and revelations of His being as

*semi-distinct from Himself. God can be seen both
in the powers and without them. The powers and
the Logos, which is the combination of the powers
(for the divine reason is the essential constituent

of them all), symbolise God’s infinite fullness and
richness, and symbolise especially His self-revelation

in fhe soul and in the world : neglect them and
concentrate upon the unity (jnly, and you impoverish

the conception of God ; concentrate only upon the

powers, and you fail adequately to appreciate the

unity. What we have to strain towards is an

apprehension of richness in unity and unity in rich-

ness. In such words we may interpret and employ
for our own time and needs the thoughts and
symbolisms of P^iilo.

“ To be filled with a spiritual love of God is the

best definition of immortal life.” “ A life according

to God is a life that loves God.” Yet just as God is

greater than and above the Powers and the Logos, so

there is apparently an adoration of God which is even

above and superior to love. It is perhaps a question

of words. Love often seems to Philo to be closely

connected with gratitude. Because we are filled

with a sense of God’s goodness, and think of Him
mainly as the good Creator, to whom all our know-
ledge a*d happiness are due, therefore we love Him.
But God is above the powers and above His works.

Philo* constantly seeks to press forward and to get

flashes of insight into the iiidddh Deity who- is

beyond the Logos and the*powers. There are a few

who have received a vision of God from Himself

;

light gives light. Not from His works do they
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know God
; not from below doithey work their way

up : but God, by direct inspiration, reveals Him-
self to them. The soul by immediate intuition

knows its God. This is the mystic’s vision : the*

consummation of human longing. Inspiration, if

given by God, must be prepared for by nian. It

needs the complete abandonment of bodily desires,

the absolute consecration of mind and soul to God.
Without a wish or a thought that is not concentrated
on truth and virtue and God, “ a man must pour
forth his soul’s blood ^s a libation, and sacrifice

his whole mind to God the Saviour.” He must
break the bonds which the cares of mortal life

entwine around him, and, with the utmost strain of
his soul, press forward to the glorious vision of the

uncreated. So pressing forward he may reach the
goal. The goal can be described as an ecstasy,

when (the words are obviously suggested by Plato)

the mind “is no longer under its own control, but
maddened and agitated by heavenly love is drawn up
towards God.” Or, again, we may regard the state

as one in which the human mind receives in ex-
pectant passivity the impresses of the divine spirit;
“ when the divine light shines, the human light sets.

At the coming of the divine spirit the human mind
retires.” Such a one is then half man, half God.
The words are daring. But no more is meant than
that the mystic is filled with “ divine love,” and
forgets himself and all things in his rapture towards
God. To many of us such words and thoughts as

these mean little, but they are good to posses^ and
to some they mean much. We need our Jewish
mystical literature for th6se who can appreciate, or
have need of, mysticism. •

When thus the mind has this vision of the self-
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existent one, it adyes Him for Himself and for

Himself alone, and not for anything which he does

or gives. Philo does not say that the feeling

'generated by this adoration is beyond love, but he
half implies it. And in the odd way in which, like

the Stoics and other Greek philosophers, he mixes up
intellectual and moral virtues, he appears to hold

that the very desire and capacity to realise God as the

salf-existent, and to worship Him for Himself, are

only possible for the very good, who are also the

most purely religious. Such people honour God
for Himself alone, and noi as a benefactor or a ruler:

not in hope to receive good or in fear of punishment.

On the other hand, just as the Rabbis said that to

fulfil the commands from a lower motive might lead

to fulfilling them from the highest motive, so Philo

declares that “ God accepts both those who serve

Him from desife of reward and those who serve

Him from fear of punishment
;

for both will be-

come not worse but better by the constant practice

of pure piety. Even if the motives from which
men perform their service differ with their characters,

there is no need to find fault with them, for one end
and aim is common to them all, the worship of

God.” The mystic and the visionary is also pos-

sessed of common sense: he appreciates the humbler
service and worship rendered by those who cannot

mount up to the highest. This, too, is Jewish.

Hof is man to make the journey towards the

knowledge and the service of God ? What have we
to leirn from Philo as regards the conditions for the

quest ? He is not specially origirtal as regards the

first condition—the right«attitude to, and deprecia-

tion of, the body and the things of sense. The body

is a plotter against the soul. It is, if not the cause,
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at least the condition, of sin< And all material

things, just because, like the body, they belong' to

the world of the transitory—of appearances, of

coming and going—are also hindrances to the true'

life, which is life in the service of the incorruptible

and the permanent and the spiritual. Pleasure and
desire are of the material and the things of sense.

So the less one needs and desires, the better. So
only can one draw near to God. The measure of

truth in all this requires no arguing, and it is well

that we get it from a Jewish source. But Philo is,

perhaps, more interesting, though probably not more
original, when he urges that there is a false, as well

as a true, temperance. As superstition is to piety,

so is the false temperance to the true. The rigJto

thing to do as regards the things of sense b to use

them, but to be above them ;
let them be servants,

not masters. “ If you see any onft refusing to eat

or drink at the customary times, or to wash and
anoint his body, or neglecting his clothes, or sleeping

on the ground in the open air, you should pity his

delusion, and show him the path by which self-

control may really be attained.” The right thing to

do is to use sensuous material for noble ends. Thus
from this point ofview “ money, honours, possessions,

office, and the various beauties of colour and form ”

may all be enjoyed by the virtuous seeker after God.
The inconsistency is obvious.

Quite similar is his inconsistency as segards

social life and solitude. On the one hand, he
urges that the lover of God must be a lovtr of

solitude
;
he mufet fly from home and kinsmen and

friends, or he must shut ‘himself up at home, and
hardly ever cross his threshold

; on the other hand,

he insists that if the service of God b not identical
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with the service of fian, the second must, at any
rate, be the prelude to the first. First beccnne a

good citizen and householder, and only then
* emigrate to a better and higher life.” We must
work our way through “ practical ” life before wc
can approach and tackle the life of contemplation.

“It is necessary that they who would concern

themselves with things divine should first of all

have discharged the duties of man.” And this

apparently for two reasons. First, because selfish-

ness produces impiety. It is therefore wise while
“ cultivating religion not to neglect human duties.”
“ Man is a social animal by nature. He must not

only live for himself, but for parents, brothers,

wife, children, relatives, and friends
;

for his

country, his race, and for all mankind. He must
love the world and God, that of God he may be

beloved.” “ Hef must not deem all the world an
appendage to himself, but himself an appendage
to the world.” Secondly, the practical life is an

actual preparation for the harder life of religion.

It is clear that Philo really means what he says.

The philosopher’s life must be lived austerely.

The search for, and service of, God means hard

thinking and uncompromising assiduity. It is by
no means, I fancy, mere rhetoric when Philo says :

“ If with inadequate purification, thinking we have

washed off the defilements of life, we advance to

the court of the divine service, we spring back

from it more quickly than we came, unable to

endur8 its austerity, the sleepless devotion, the

unwearying toil. For the present, then, we should

avoid equally the worst life»and the best.” Perhaps

his most suggestive remark for us to-day on these

matters is to be found in his treatise on the Decalogue.
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“ Some people, attaching thenvselves to one portion

of the Decalogue, seem to neglect the other. For
filled with the unmixed draught of religious yearning,

they have bid farewell to other occupations, and
have dedicated their whole life to the service of

God. But those who suppose that there is no good
beyond well-doing towards men, care only for

human intercourse, and by their social zeal share

their possessions with their fellows, and seek»to

alleviate distress to the utmost of their powers.

Now both the exclusive lovers of man and the

exclusive lovers of God we may rightly call half-

perfect in virtue. The perfectly virtuous are they

who excel in both.” This is excellently said, and
as true to-day as when it was first uttered. There
is a service of God which is over and above the

service of man. But that service tends to become
poor and cheap, if it is not accompanied, or has

not been prefaced, by the service of man. The
love of man must lead to the love of God

;
the

love of God must inspire the love of man.
The other condition of the search for God and

the finding Him is a particular kind of humility

which is both moral and intellectual in one. The
sin of sins, the source of all evil, is self-love ((^tXaurta).

But self-love does not mean merely moral selfish-

ness, though it results in it. It is much more
specifically pride and conceit. The form or mani-
festation of it which appears to be especially Attacked
by Philo is what he usually calls olT^ai^ or conceit.

Philo did not coin this word, but he uses it s<5 often

and gives it so ‘special a meaning, and is in such
deadly earnest about the* sin which it denominates,
that we may regard the word as peculiarly his own,
just as the vice signified by it is a peculiar feature
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of his religious teaching. For oiesis (otijaK) in

earlier writers means just simply conceit, and is

specially applied to a false pride in, and false

dfetimate of, one’s own knowledge or virtue. It is

the great hindrance to progress. The first thing

a philosopher has to do is to get rid of conceit, says

Epictetus, for how can a man begin to learn wb<m
he thinks he knows ? But oiesis (oirja-ti) in Philo

means much more than this. It is a false relation

of man to God, a false attitude intellectually, and
therefore also morally. It is the error of thinking

that our knowledge and our goodness are our own
;

that anything we have and do is our own possession

and product ;
that we arc the real owners of our

own powers and the true authors of everything

which, by their help, we may accomplish. The
true owner of everything is God. As the creator

and ruler of the World, He is the only true citizen :

man in the Biblical phrase is but a sojourner and
a guest. Moreover, God is not only owner, but

cause. Man is but the instrument. This does

not mean that man’s will is not free. But this very

freedom, like every other good, is a divine gift,

and till man recognises the source of his freedom,

he cannot become free. Till you are grateful to

God for all that you do and are, what you do and
are Will be evil. Independence in the false sense,

the false conceit of independence, Philo conceives

as producing every sort of badness. He seems to

suppose that if you think your senses are your own,

you Will use them lawlessly : instead of controlling

them, they will control you* If "you think your

mind is your own, you a»e a slave to your mind,

which apparently means #that you are bound to

remain ignorant. It would seem as if oifijo-t? or
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conceit involved a double disqualification. For
first to be ignorant of so great a truth (the truth

that everything you have and every power you
possess is a divine gift) is itself a terrible evil

;
tt

is a “ lie in the soul,” and secondly, till you recognise

the need of divine aid to virtue or knowledge,

such aid cannot be given you. Philo exhausts

language, and uses all kinds of paradoxes or anti-

theses, in his denunciation of condeit. “ When
Abraham knew most, he most completely renounced
himself : he who renounces himself, comprehends
God.” “ You must remember your own nothingness

in everything, so that you may remember the great-

ness of God in all.” The descent of the soul is

its ascent in otMs (otijcrcf). Flee from your own
mind to take refuge in the mind of God. Regard
yourself as the cause of anything, and you flee

from God. It was presumably ‘certain forms of

Stoicism, which tended to press the independence
of the wise man and his equality with God, which
provoked the indignation of Philo. But he honestly

seems to believe that this profound sense of man’s
dependence and creatureliness is an absolute condi-

tion si»e qua non of any true and valuable religion.

You cannot know or love God (and till you love

Him you cannot know Him) unless you realise

what position He holds towards you, and what
position you hold towards Him. He is the ruler,

and you are the subject ; He is the father,pyou are

the child
; He is the giver, you are the recipient.

All you have is His and from Him : all yod do is

by the powers He gaye you
;

all the higW possi-

bilities of knowledge and«action can best be attained

by His aid. As the Rabbis said that man can only

win freedom through the Law, so Phflo sasd,^
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“ What is the surest freedom ? The service of
the wise and only Gcw.” “ Nothing so completely
liberates the mind as to become a servant and
suppliant of God.’’ “ Deo parere libertas est

(Seneca). “ In Thy service is perfect freedom.”
Man is not the measure of all things. Above all,

God is the cause of all things
;
man is the cause

of nothing. “ To God alone it befits to say ‘ Mine,’
for,aii things are His.” The teaching of i Chronicles

xxix.,14, “All things come o^ Thee, and of Thine
own have we given Thee, for we are strangers before

Thee and sojourners,” i% f>recisely Philo’s
;

he
makes it a corner-stone of his religious philosophy.

Hence it is that nian must out of gratitude dedicate

his life’s work to the glory of God. “ The wise

man should dedicate his sagacity, the eloquent man
should devote his excellence of speech by the praise of

God in prose andwerse
;
and, in general, the natural

philosopher should offer his physics, the moralist

his ethics, the artist and the man of science the arts

and sciences they know. So, too, the sailor and
the pilot will dedicate their favourable voyage, the

husbandman his fruitful harvest, the herdsman the

increase of his cattle, the doctor the recovery of his

patients, the general his victory in fight, the states-

man or the monarch his legal chieftancy or kingly

rule.” Why they should all do this is given in

the words that follow. “ He who is no lover of

sdf will^ regard God as the true cause of all the

powers of body and soul and of all external goods.”

Hencff ;
“ Let no one, however insignificant he be,

despairing of a better fortune, scruple to become
a suppliant of God. Even, if he can expect nothing

greater, let him give thanks to the best of his power
for what he has already received. Immense are
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the gifts he has : birth, life, nurture, soul, sensation,

imagination, desire, reason Reason is

a small word, but a most perfect and divine thing, a

fragment of the world, or, as for the disciples of

the Mosaic philosophy it is more pious to say, a

true impression of the divine image.” In a much
truer sense of Philo than of Spinoza (as theists

must think) could it be said that he was a God-
intoxicated man. Belief in God, with all which
that belief involved, made all life different to, him,

and of necessity coloured or determined all his

actions
;

it gave to all tilings their value or cheap-

ness
;

it was constantly present in the mind : it

gave hope or courage or resignation or joy as the

occasion might demand. Yet it did not crush or

overwhelm : it gave lightness, expansion, freedom.

It determined his way of life and his outlook upon
life. It made him what he was^ Such was faith

in God to Philo.

It may also be observed that the ascription of all

good to God not only prompts to gratitude (ev-

Xapi(TTta), but also destroys the possibility of” merit.”

I do not find in Philo anything corresponding to

the doctrine of Zechuth. God is gracious from His
own goodness : not because of the Zechuth of the

Fathers. And any merit in ourselves is utterly

denied, just because it is not we, but God, who is

the real “ cause ” of any human goodness or worth.

For only less bad than the sin of looking

upon ourselves as the authors of the good which
has befallen us, is the sin of those who, though they

acknowledge Gk)d tg be the author of the good
received, yet declare that they justly received it ;

for they are wise and* brave and temperate and
righteous, so that they have justly been accounted
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to deserve these benefits. Against such false

reasoning Philo quotes Deuteronomy ix. 5 very
appositely. The covenant is a symbolic expression

for God’s gifts of grace, and these supposed virtues

of ours are not virtues, but are His gifts and not

our achievements. “ Not I, but Thou in me.”
To Him, then, the gratitude and the glory.

Thus faith in God is the condition of virtue and
itself a virtue. And in its perfection faith is not

merqjy the condition of virtue, but its crown.

Faith in God is trust in God
;

it is not in Philo’s

sense opposed to knowledge,* because the better you
“ know ” God, the more fully you trust Him.
Above all, faith in God the Creato*' implies un^aith

and mistrust in all that comes and goes, in all

'^eveai<s. One learns faith in God if one realises

that all else changes and is unstable, but that God
alone is changelqgs and immovable. Faith in God
means unfaith in self. Faith and conceit

cannot live together in the same soul. Faith gives

confidence. It brings men near to God. It is

the most perfect virtue. And so on in many
passages of praise and glorification. We have,

however, to recognise that faith is a somewhat
more intellectual virtue to Philo than for us. That
we believe in God’s goodness and in His existence,

even though we do not understand how the divine

goodness is consistent with the existence of evil,

is not how Philo would express the matter. The less

we understand, the more we cling to God in faith,

the psofounder our trust. To Philo it is just the

other way on. We can onl^ believe in God, so

far as we understand higi. How can you have

faith in an X, of which y9u know nothing at all }

The beifer our knowledge, the better our faith.
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At>raham, who, first of men, possessed a stable and
secure conception of God, wis also the first man
who really believed in Him. And rightly was his

faith reckoned as righteousness, for true faith is

not easy. “ It is not easy to believe in God alone

without the addition of aught beside, because of

our affinity to those mortal things to which we are

bound fast. So we are persuaded to trust in money
and reputation and power and friends, and in health

and strength of body, and in many other tivngs.

Now to cleanse our minds of these
;

to distrust

the created world whith^is wholly untrustworthy
;

to trust in God alone, who is solely and truly to be
trusted—this is the work of a great and heavenly

intelligence, which is no longer ensnared and
enticed by any mortal thing.” Fine as all this is,

and helpful up to a point, we feel that Philo does

not wholly meet our own diffiQultics of to-day.

There are many of us who, in Philo’s sense, do not

trust the created world, who do not trust money
or reputation, but who yet, for reasons which Philo

sometimes skirts, but never seems quite to grapple

with, find it very hard to believe in God. But,

perhaps, we cannot expect a philosopher of the

first century to understand and , tackle all <xir

problems of the twentieth century. There must
be provinces in which, for our own puzzles and
burdens, we must find our own solutions and
dleviations.

It has been told how Philo holds that no* one can
completely understand or know the full nature or

being of God. Most persons have to be content with
knowing the Logos, tne ^ivine thought, wisdom, or
reason, which sums up in^itself all the divine powers,

and more especially the two fundamental and primary
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powers of g^dness and rule. It has also been indi-

cated how, in spite or this limitation, Philo is always
alluding, and even urging all who can to press for-

•ward, to that higher knowledge of the uncreated, of
the self-existent, which vet can only be revealed by
the direct inspiration of God. Here the purified

soul, completely purged of all self-conceit and of all

links with the creature-world that comes and goes,

oyprleaps and neglects the created, and, without
infesence or steps, “ receives a clear manifestation

of the uncreated, so as to grasp Him directly from
Himself.” It is not God’s goodness or rule or even
reason which is then apprehended, but the God who
is behind. It is not necessary here to pursue this

matter in detail, and to make further quotations.

But the Jew or Jewess who is drawn at all towards

mysticism would do well to make a study of Philo.

Whatever be th<J» source of that mysticism, however
much it owes to Hellenism, the product is Jewish

in the sense that the borrowings have passed through

a Jewish mind and soul, and have been absorbed

and readjusted to fundamental Jewish monotheistic

requirements. The mysticism of Philo is as Jewish

as the mysticism of the Fourth Gospel is Christian.

And it would be well for Jewish students to start

their study of mysticism from this early and un-

doubtedly Jewish mystic, who, although he may occa-

sionally speak of the prophet (for him the mystic

par excellence) as “ akin to God and truly divine,”

yet never oversteps the limits of Jewish theism,

never "supposes the human soul to be capable of a

complete fusion with God, neyer fcjrgets the differ-

ence of the divine from the human, never imagines

that, even in its brief moments of highest rapture,

the spirit of man becomes essentially, and not only

2 M
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in submission and love and s^lf-forgetfiilness, one
with the divine.

Throughout, therefore, as was mentioned before,

it is the human soul of which Philo speaks, not the*

soul of the Israelite or of the Gentile. Except in

one or two special treatises, his words and teaching

apply for all men, and he has before his mind not
Israel, but man. God is for him not primarily, as

He is to the Rabbis, the God of Israel, but the Gpd
of the world and of man. Thus, in a sense, he
denationalises Judaism, and it might appear as if he
was specially valuable to Liberal Jews because he
does so. Yet he does not do so consciously and of
set purpose. In his time, and in the circumstances
of his age, it was hardly possible for him to think
of the Jews purely as a religious community and not
as a nation. Nevertheless, there is an approach to

this conception, as we shall soon ste. Nor, as was
indicated before, is Philo exactly to be regarded as

a herald of Liberal Judaism in his attitude to

legalism. He stands here upon his own peculiar

legs, which are the legs neither of orthodoxy nor of
liberalism. Like the Rabbis he knows and teaches
the valuelessness and emptiness of sheer ceremonial
and ritual observance apart from morality. “ If a
man practises ablutions and purifications, but defiles

his mind while he cleanses his body; or if, through
his wealth, he founds a temple at a large outlay and
expense ; or if he offers hecatombs, and .sacrifices

oxen without number, or adorns the shrine with rich

ornaments, or gives epdless timber and cunningly
wrought work, fnore cpitecious than silver or gold

—

let him none the more called religious. For he
has wandered far from ithe path of religion, mis-
taking ritual for holiness, and attempting to bribe
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the incorruptible, a^d to flatter Him whom none
can flatter. God welcomes genuine service, and
that is the service of a soul that olfers the bare and
•simple sacrifice of truth, but from false service, the
mere display of material wealth. He turns away."
“ Let them who seek to show honour and gratitude

to God cleanse themselves of sin, washing awa}' all

that defiles life in word and thought and deed. For
it.is folly that while a man is forbidden to enter the

Temple unless he has cleansed and washed his body,

he should pray and sacrifice with a soiled and sullied

mind. Shall the lifeless i)ody not touch a building

of lifeless wood and stone, unless it be piously

washed and purified, and will any man, with impure
soul and with no intention to repent, dare to approach

the most pure God r
” “ The only true sacrifice is

the piety of a God-loving soul.” “ The grateful

soul of the wis^ is the true altar of God.” “ God
regards as the true sacrifice, not the animal, but the

mind and willingness of the worshipper.” “ God
takes no delight, even if hectatombs are offered to

Him. For though all things are His, He needs

nothing. He takes delight in minds that love Him,
and in holy men, from whom He gladly receives

barley cakes and cheapest offerings as if they were

most precious, and indeed prefers them. And even

if they bring nothing visible at all, yet, bringing

themselves in all the fullness of perfected virtue, they

offer th^ fairest sacrifice to God. They honour God,

their saviour and benefactor, by gratitude and hymns,

the litter through theirvocal organs, the former (with-

out tongue and mouth) through thte bare soul going

forth and pouring out its spiritual invocations which

the divine ear alone can hear.” “ Sacred rites and

sacrificial worship are a very fair plant, but an evil
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grows up beside them, namely superstition, which it

is well to eradicate before it spreads. For some have

thought sacrificing oxen to be piety, and they give

a portion of what they steal or get by plunder or*

lying or cheating to the altars. They think thus to

pay for not suffering punishment for their sins.

But the tribunal of God is not to be corrupted by
bribes, so that those who have guilty minds, even

if they sacrifice a hundred oxen to-day, will be

rejected, and the innocent will be received even if

they never sacrifice at all. For God loves those'

fireless altars round whicl^the virtues circle.”

Philo’s conception of God made him, as we saw,

look at the Law very differently from the Rabbis.

Yet we may justly believe that this very conception

and theory could not have been evolved unless he
had already looked at the ceremonial laws, and
indeed at all laws, very differently from them.

Otherwise he could not have come to a conception

in which the “ legislative power ” was a lower and
secondary and derivative aspect of the Deity. The
legislative power, in its two subdivisions of injunc-

tion and prohibition, corresponds only to the two
last of the six cities of refuge, the city of the power
which enjoins what is right, the city of the power
which forbids what is wrong. Nevertheless, the

laws of the Pentateuch are perfect, the ceremonial

no less than the moral. For the ceremonial laws

symbolise profound spiritual meanings. Tl^ “ per-

fect ” man, therefore, fulfils them by his own in-

clination; they are consistent with wisdom and with
his own nature and tlje nature of God. Therefore
he fulfils them, ” The perfect man is impelled of
himself to virtuous deeds; the man under training

(&<rKf]Trj<:) is impelled to them by reason, which
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orders him what h^ ought to do.” Like Jeremiah,
Philo recognises that the ideal is to do right from the
heart and from desire. But till this ideal is reached^

* law is needful, though decreasingly needful. It was
Stoic teaching which prompted him to say: “ Cora-;

mand was given to the earthly man (Adam) but not

to the (heavenly) man created after the divine image
and idea. For he possesses virtue from his own
knowledge without being impelled, but the earthly

man, without teaching, would not gain wisdom.
' There is a distinction between (i) injunction, (2)

prohibition, and ('^) exhovtation. Prohibition is con-

cerned with sins, and is directed to the bad, injunc-

tion has to do wich actions which ought to be done,

while exhortation is directed to the in-between people

who are neither (perfectly) bad nor good. Such a

one does not sin in a manner to need mere prohibi-

tion, nor does Mfe (always) do right according to the

command of right reason, but he needs exhortation

which teaches him to refrain from the bad and to

strive towards the good. For the perfect man
there is no need of injunction or prohibition or

exhortation, but the bad man needs injunction and

prohibition, the immature needs exhortation and

instruction. Just so he who is perfect in grammar
or music needs no teaching of the rules of these

arts, while the bungler needs injunction and pro-

hibitions, which are, as it were, the laws of those

arts, aiyi the learner needs instruction. Therefore

to the earthly mind which is still neither (perfectly)

good*nor bad is rightly given command and exhorta-

tion.” In agreement with the RSbbis Philo urges

that the good must be presfched for itself, lishmah, for

its own sake. “ The good for the sake of the good

and for no other thing. For this is the divine law
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to honour virtue for itself.” ^ut Philo appears to

have less desire for reward than the Rabbis. “ The
deed itself is its own complete reward,” or, as the

Rabbi said, “ The reward for a precept is a precept.”
*

The punishments which attend the transgression of

the first five (and greater) commandments of the

Ten can be clearly set forth. “ But the rewards are

only indicated metaphorically. Not to think that

there are other gods, not to make idols, not to swear

falsely, need no external reward. The mere pra«tice

of these commands is itself a complete and most
perfect guerdon. Wisdojn is the prize of wisdom,
and justice and all the other virtues are their own
rewards. Similarly, let him who honours his parents

not seek any further reward. For if he reflect, he
will find in the honouring the reward.” Yet (adds

Philo, remembering the Biblical text), “ since the

fifth commandment is less great than the first four,

for they are concerned with what is divine, but this

one with what is mortal, God has added to it two
rewards, one the possession of virtue, for to be
‘ well ’ means virtue, or is impossible without

virtue, while the other
—

‘ length of days ’—means
immortality, that blessed and long life which you
can lead even in the body if you live with cleansed

soul in complete purification.” In another passage

Philo, on the other hand, stresses the absence of any
mention of penalties in the Ten Words as a sign of

their perfection, for they alone were directly dfilivered

by God. For God, as the author of good, must
not have directly to do with punishments, which are

of the nature of evil. He found it most congruous
with His nature to order what conduces to salvation

pure and unmixed with punishment, so that no one,

led by irrational fear and unwillingly, but only with
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rational judgement and willingly, might choose the
best." The more glorious the subject matter of a
command, the less need for external reward.

• In spite of all this, it would not be fair to claim
Philo as a forerunner of Liberal Judaism. Indeed,

both Conservatives and Liberals could quote Philo

for their own side. The love of innovation 4ind

change is often referred to with disapproval. On the

ofher hand, he makes Lot’s wife symbolise “ custom
”

the enemy of truth, which, when any one

attempts to lead it forward, “ lags behind, and

looks around at its old 3,nd familiar ways, and like

a lifeless pillar of stone, remains behind.” And
he looks down on those “ who have received their

notions of God’s existence rather by habit than

reason from those who brought them up, who are

pious by a kind of good guess, and whose religion

is mingled with fear." Nevertheless, as regards

observances, Philo is a strong Conservative. He
entirely dissociates himself from, and rebukes, those

extremer and more " liberal
’’ allegorists who, be-

cause they had discovered the spiritual significance

of the ceremonial laws, thought themselves dis-

pensed from observing them. But we may gather

from the highly interesting passage in which Philo

sets forth his own attitude, that his own reason for

observance and “ orthodoxy ’’ was much more to

avoid criticism, and to keep a good reputation and
“ a qtyet life,” than because he thought that the

observance of the laws was a perpetual part of true

religion or of Judaism. Of this, however, let the

reader judge for himself. “ If tck be good is noble,

to seem good is profitable- Truth is better than

reputation, but happiness consists in their union.

For there are many thousands who are purely and
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unselfishly devoted to virtue, and admire its native

beauty, but who, having no carl for their reputation

among the multitude, are much attacked
;
though

truly good, they are thought wicked. . . . He,*
then, to whom God has granted both to be and
to seem good, is truly happy and truly renowned.

And we must have a great care for reputation, as a

matter of great importance, and of much value, for

'our social and bodily life. And almost all cg,n

secure it, who are well content not to disturb

established customs, but diligently preserve the

constitution of their OT;<'ni: country. For there are

some who, looking upon the written laws as symbols
of intellectual things, lay great stress on these, but

neglect the former. Such men I would blame for

their levity. For they ought to give good heed to

both—to the accurate investigation of the unseen
meaning, but also to the blameless observance of the

visible letter. But now, as if they were living by
themselves in a desert, and were souls without

bodies, and knew nothing of city or village or house
or intercourse with men, they despise all that seems
valuable to the many, and search for bare and
naked truth, as it is in itself. Such people the

sacred Scripture teaches to give good heed to a good
reputation, and to abolish none of those customs
which greater and more inspired men than we
instituted in the past. For because the seventh day
teaches us symbolically concerning the powej of the

uncreated God, and the unproductiveness of the

creature, we must not therefore abolish its crt’din-

ances, so as to light a fi/e, or till the ground, or bear

a burden, or prosecute a* lawsuit, or demand the

restoration of a deposit, on exact the repayment of a

loan, or do any other thing which on week-days is



IV HELLENISTIC CONTRIBUTIONS 537

allowed. Because the festivals are symbols of
spiritual joy and of t)ur gratitude to God, we must
not therefore give up the fixed assemblies .at the

proper season of the year. Nor because circum-
cision symbolises the excision of all lusts and passions,

and the destruction of the impious opinion, according

to which the mind imagines that it is itself capable of
production, must we therefore abolish the law of

fleshly circumcision. We should have to neglect

the service of the Temple, and a thousand other

things, if we were to restrict ourselves only to the

allegoric or symbolic sen^.* That sense resembles

the soul, the other sense the body •, just as we must
be careful of the body, as the house of the soul, so

must we give heed to the letter of the written laws.

For only when these are faithfully observed, will the

inner meaning, of which they are the symbols,

become more clearly realised, and, at the same time,

the blame and accusation of the multitude will be

avoided.” It would almost seem as if there must
have been Jewish newspapers even in the days of

Philo. Nevertheless, Liberal Jews do still maintain

the observance of Sabbath and festivals, although for

deeper and nobler reasons than those of Philo.

Though intensely proud of his religion and his

“ nation,” and very keenly conscious of their excep-

tional position in the world—of their religious superi-

ority to the ” heathen,” of their election by the One
True Ggd and of their mission—Philo, nevertheless,

shows comparatively little originality or advance

when* he comes to speak of specifically Jewish

questions. Though he allufies Ifo the Messiah

and to the Messianic age^ he does not do so as if

his heart were fixed upon* these hopes, or as if he

were greatly interested in them. He never quotes
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the great passages from Isaiah about the Servant, as,

indeed, his entire acquaintance with the canonical

prophets seems extremely small. Yet he regards

the Jews as occupying, in a sense, the function of

Priests and Prophets for all mankind. “ They are

that nation most dear to God, which seems to have

been given the office of priest and prophet for the

entire human race.” He constantly refers to the

prayers and sacrifices in the Temple for the benefitof

humanity at large. The Jews are the nation.who
were ever to oflfer prayers for the whole human race.

The High Priest utters *hif prayers and thanks for all

mankind, and indeed on behalf of all the universe,

which he regards, as in truth it is, as his fatherland,

and for which he asks its Creator to give of His grace

and His goodness. “ I wonder,” says Philo, “ how
some men dare to charge that nation with a hatred

of mankind whose friendship and«fgoodwill for all

people go so far that it offers its prayers and sacrifices

for all, and not only for itself. The Jews are a sort

of first-fruits offered up to God for the entire human
race.” The object of the whole law is to bring about

harmony, peace, and happiness among all mankind.
Such harmony, peace, and happiness will ultimately

prevail. Philo is historically of interest in his

remarks about the observance of the Sabbath and
the services in the synagogues, and the wide attrac-

tion of the Jewish customs, ordinances, worship,

and religion. But from the Liberal Jewish,point of

view his best contribution here is what he says about
proselytes, and more especially his persistent and
very marked and peqjiliar depreciation of race and
blood as the right test of»belonging to a community
or a religion. In the praise of proselytes, in asserting

God’s affection for them, and in urging his fellow
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Jews to show kindness and consideration to them,
he does not add mucn to what we have already heard
from the Rabbis, but his attacks upon race and blood
!ire all his own, and are extremely pleasing and
valuable. “ The most potent love-charm and the

indissoluble bond of goodwill that makes for unity

is the worship of the one God.” “ Let there be of:e

bond of alfection and one password of friendship,

demotion to God, making piety the motive of every

word and deed.” Proselytes become united to born

Jews by a kinship which is nobler and holier than race

(aefivoripa xal UpoTrpeveaTmpti <rvyy€V€ia).
“
Agree-

ment as to justice and virtue is a closer relation-

ship than blood ” (ijvyyeveia oiKeiorepa irpo? aiparot;

^ 'jrpo9 BiKaiotrvvTjv Kal iracav dperijv opoXoyic^. Philo

goes out of his way almost to attack those Jews
who pride themselves on the purity and pre-

eminence of th«ir blood, as if blood rather than

virtue or the knowledge of God constituted nobility.

Right relationship to God is a much more genuine

sort of kinship than the kinship of blood (a-vyjfveta

voXv yv7)<ri(OTepa Trji a<f>' aipuro^'). Proselytes there-

fore are to be regarded in a special degree as our

kinsmen (<pi\TdTOV<i xal crvyyeveardTOV^ vTroXrjWTeov).

Righteous parents are of no benefit to unrighteous

sons. Even the laws are of no avail for those who
transgress them. If God fashioned nobility in

human form, she would address her unworthy

descendants thus :
“ Kinship is not merely measured

by blood, but by sameness in actions and by seeking

for the same ends ” (to a-vyyevk<s ov^ aXpart. perpetrai

povov, a)CKd Trpd^ecov opotorr/T^ ical *0'ijpa tuv avT&v).

“ Nobility consists in the possession of virtue
”

.(ip ctpeTt}^ Knjtrei rldtrai To*€vyev€^'). And virtue and

righteousness, and all such terms, in all such
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passages as these, are used by Philo to mean the

Jewish religion. All these * passages mean one
and the same thing. The good proselyte is the

blue-blooded Jew. Abraham, the prototype and
“ patron saint ” of proselytes to Philo, no less than

to the Rabbis, was the most nobly born of men, for

he sought to obtain relationship with God. (He
was evyevetrTaroi;, tt

/
jo? deov trvyyepelav 6pe')(jSel<!.)

It is of no value for our purpose to say anything

about Philo’s ethical teaching. It is elevated and
honourable ; it adds several terms to the ethical

vocabulary of JudaismJ but these terms are purely

Greek, and just reflect, as they are borrowed from,

Plato and the Stoics. Philo’s value for Judaism and
for us does not lie here. Nor have the ideas which

,

I have thought to be of value for us in Philo had
much direct reference to the rough edges of the Old
Testament. Philo’s contributions liiave been rather

additions than smoothings. He is so possessed with

his own conceptions, on the one hand, and so

convinced that all truth is contained in the Penta-

teuch, on the other hand, that the difficulties we find

in that book were for him mostly invisible. His
absurd allegorical interpretations supplied the key to

any awkwardnesses which forced themselves upon
his attention. And some things which worry us

did not worry him. Thus he is not bothered by any
excessive punishments or fiercenesses, attributed to

God or to God’s injunctions. The slaughter of
Exodus xxxii. 27, 28, the plague of Numbers
xvi. 49 or XXV. 9, the deed of Phinehas in Nyftibers

XXV. 8, the extermiij^ation of the Midianites in

Numbers xxxi. 7, seem to him quite reasonable and
proper. He is not in tie least perturbed by the

summary execution of the stick gatherer in Numbers



IV HELLENISTIC CONTRIBUTIONS 541

XV. 36. Even strainer is his justification and ap-
proval of the semi-bSrbaric and objectionable law of
Exodus xxi. 21. One would have thought that it

Would have been far more desirable to allegorise this

law "than some such innocent anthropomorphism as

God planting a garden or walking in it “ in the cool

of the day.” But while the notion of taking eitl^er

of these literally fills him with horror, he finds no
ethical difficulty in accepting Exodus xxi. 21 at its

face •and literal value I Nor is he worried by tit

for tat. He never discusses how far measure for

measure is the highest pqjnCiple of justice for man
and for God, or whether it should not often be put

aside for one more noble and pure. On the other

hand, as we have seen, he is really far removed from

particularism: his God is, in no illegitimate or even

special sense, the God of Israel. He has his own
theories of reccmciliation between immanence and

transcendence, between fear and love, between

the inward and the outward. No one could

accuse him of being inadequately spiritual, or

of eudaemonism, or of a lust for reward, or of only

appreciating the mere deed, and not the motive

or the intention. If these defects are sometimes

visible to us in the Pentateuch or in any other portion

of the Old Testament, they are invisible to him : he

does not refer to them, because he does not see them.

Nor while he presses the perfection of the Penta-

teuchal^aws, both ethical and ceremonial, and in

their literal as well as in their spiritual or allegorical

sense,* is he really a legalist. He moves on a plane

where the troubles, as well (]^think) as the joys, of

legalism are unknown to him. To him to do a law

unbidden is higher than t® do it by order, whereas

to the Rabbis the ordered act is higher than the



S42 the old testamentand after ch.

other. To do is for him nobler than to refrain from
doing ; the positive command* is grander than the

negative command 5 to the Rabbis “ don’t ” is as

important as, if not more important than, “ do.’^

The very conception of God as legislator is for Philo

a somewhat low conception or aspect of Him ; to the

Rabbis it is the very proof and exhibition of His
grace. To Philo the perfect man is his own law

;

he needs no outward command. To the Rabbis the

laws, as an outflow of God’s love to Israel, are a

glory and a delight to fulfil consciously and de-

liberately. The more laY^s, the more happiness, the

more distinction. To Philo the laws are, indeed,

very wise and very good, conducive to a happy life

and a prosperous polity, but the rapture of fulfilling

them for their own sake, just because they have been

commanded, in grateful love to the giver, and in

pride for the distinction of havingeeceived them, is

entirely absent. Legalism, in the low sense of

the word, is transcended by Philo in one way ; it is

transcended by the Rabbis in another. The •ne
has overcome legalism by volatilising and spiritual-

ising it away
;
the other by the very excess and

glorification of it.

Perhaps the least satisfactory feature in Philo is

his treatment of the problem of evil. We cannot

blame him that he did not solve it, but he does not

seem to appreciate its gravity, and he certainly makes
no original contribution towards any paHjative or

alleviation. Epictetus, on the one hand, the Psalter

and Job on the other hand, are far more to:lpful.

He makes, however, o^e curious remark about suffer-

ing, in which brave endurance of hardships and
troubles is brought in by a sort of pun and side

wind. He is harping upon his favourite theme that
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God is the only true creator and producer. To
Him alone may creAion be ascribed

; for man it is

fitting to suffer. If, then, we once can realise “ that
•* suffering ’ is proper and necessary to man, we shall

easily endure whatever befalls us, however grievous

and burdensome it may be.” Then shall we “ resist

and set ourselves in battle against calamity, by
fortifying and barricading our minds with patience

aqd endurance, most potent of virtues.” And twice

does he use the same odd illustrations to explain his

meaning more clearly. The first is taken from
shaving. A creature ca% be shaved in two ways,

either purely passively like a sheep, or like a man,
when the “ sufferer ” actually helps the shaver to

perform his work, putting himself in the right

attitude, and so on. Such a one combines “ suffer-

ing ” with “ doing.” So, too, in the case of being

beaten ; a slave»when he is whipped, or a freeman

stretched on the wheel as a punishment for crime,

is purely passive, but a boxer parries the blow. We
are not then to endure our calamities like the shorn

sheep, or the beaten slave, but to react on destiny,

since suffering is necessary for us all.
“ So shall

we not, like effeminate persons, be broken and

weakened utterly by the faintness and relaxation of

our souls, but braced and strengthened in mind, we
shall be able to mitigate and lighten the onset of

impending ills.”

Likg the Rabbis, Philo was able to bring to the

problem of undeserved calamity the solution of a

blessed life of happiness beyond the grave. But it

is remarkable that he doesjiot use the dogma of

immortality, in which he is a convinced believer, in

the same way as a modesn preacher might, for the

comfort of the perplexed, the weary, the doubting,



or the miserable. He does not say as we might
expect him to say, “ Here is the key to the great

problem.” For the fact is that he hardly confesses

to himself or to his readers that the problem exists,®

and therefore he is not troubled to point out a

solution. But immortality he definitely teaches, not

the resurrection of the body, and not the clothing

of the spirit with a new and spiritual body, but just

simply the immortality of the soul. He obta^ps

this doctrine from Greek, and perhaps, too, from
Hellenistic-Egyptian sources, and not from Juda-
ism. Nevertheless, it fit? in perfectly with Jewish
teaching. Our true life, if we are righteous and
seek humbly for God, avoiding and discarding all

self-conceit, will, in one sense, only begin after death.

For, like Plato, he is ready to declare that the body
is the tomb of the soul. When we die, “ the soul

will live her own proper life, having then got rid of

the evil and dead body to whom she had (in this

earthly life) been bound.” “ The wise man who
seems to have died as regards this corruptible life,

lives the incorruptible life.” Abraham at his death

received “ immortality ” (a^0apaia) and “ became
equal to the angels,” for the angels, the “ hosts of

God,” are “ bodiless and blissful souls.” Com-
menting upon Genesis xv. 1

5

,
Philo says that ‘‘ with

full intention does the Scripture speak of the good
man not as dying, but as departing, in order to

show that the wholly purified soul is inextinguishable

and immortal, and that it merely journeys from here

to heaven, and does not undergo that dissqkition

and destruction t^which death appears to bring.”

And though he speaks of/* the fully purified ” soul,

it does not appear as if he thought that a blissful

immortality was reserved as the privilege of a few



rtr HELLENISTIC CONTRIBUWNS 545

elect and supereminent souls. He- hints th^i there
is perpetual exclusicAi from bliss for the very bad,
but he never definitely states that immortality is a
reward for the specially and peculiarly good. Thus
Philo accepts and promulgates with full intention
the doctrine of the immortality of the soul, and of a
blissful life for the soul after what we call death has
been undergone. But this is not the whole of his

teaching. Like a true mystic he starts both im-
mortal life and spiritual death on earth, and enun-
ciates the doctrine that there is even here a life

which is 'death, even as ^ere is a death which is

life. There i% at any rate, a life which, though still

,

in the body, may already be regarded as immortal.

Fpr “ goo'ioess and virtue are life, while evil

and tyickedness are death.” This, then, is the
“ fiineit definition of immortal life—to be possessed

with z (fleshless»and bodiless) love and friendship

for God.” (The words in brackets ought, perhaps,

to be oihitted.) For ” eternal life is the flight to

the adf-existent, while death is a running away
from' Iijini.” ” Thus,” as Prof. Kennedy says,

Philo, like Paul and the Fourth Evangelist, “ regards

the possession of divine (and eternal) life as z present

possibility, and not something to be reached only

in a new order of being.” ^ Similarly there can be

a death in life. “ Some men, even while alive, are

dead, and some having died, live ;
the wicked, even

if they live to extreme old age, are dead, for they

are ber^ of life with virtue, but the good, even

if they ha^e been separated from partnership with

the body, live for ever, havingjecew/ed an immortal

lot.” ” There are two kinds of death, one the mere

separation of soul from body, hut the other kind is

1 P^fh^s Contribution to Religion, by Dr. H. Kennedy (1919), p. 135-

^ 2 N



the 'd^sath of the soul^ which is the ruin of virtue and
the. reception of vice. And this death is ,thc true

punishment, and where God says in Genesis ii. 17,
‘ ye shall die the death,’ this is the death which
He means, the special death, death par excellence^

when^the soul is entombed in passions and vices.

This is the death which is a divine punishment, not

the death which comes in the order of nature.”

Here we have the noblest of platonic teachings

grafted into Judaism. Arid why should wq hot

keep it there ? Noble it is in both respects, first,

that
“
natural ” death is jno punishment ; secondly,

'that the true death is the death of the soul, or the

life to sin. The punishment of Cain is elsewhere

described as “ living in a continuous death, enduring,

in a sense, a death which is immortal and endless.

For there are two kinds of death. The one is the

state of being dead, which is eitheregood or indiffer-

ent
;
the other is the state of dying, which is alto-

gether bad, and the more grievous to behr the fonger

it lasts.” Philo does not state that one can or

attain to true or eternal life while still in body
so plainly as he states that one can start oir attain

to true or eternal death, yet this is what Jae.:!iue|uis by
the passage, quoted by Prof. Kennedy, in which he
says that “when the immortal qtoe pf beiite (to

a^daprov elho^') arises in the soul, x|e^ Aor^i ^ith-
with suffers destruction. For the*^ origination of
worthy pursuits means the death of those that are

base ; since, when the light has once stSbne, the

darkness disappears.” ^ The highest class ofc men,
men of God, prophets' and priests, are*,tht^ who,
“ turning their back on the world of sense, journey
into the ‘ intelligible ’ wqrld (top vorirhv kIuthov) and

1 Op* cit, p. 137. .

'
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dwell there, enrolled in the commonwealth of im-
mortal and incQrpor^l ideas.” Those who ariS'true

philosophers “ pe ever practising how to die to the
Mfe of the body that they may partake of a bodiless
and immortal (a<f>0apTo<i) life with Him who is

uncreated and immortal.” Here the life, thoug|i
continued after death, is yet conceived as having
begun before death. Doubtless, however, “ the

ha^py life in God,” the life for which Nadab and
Abihu “ died that they might live,” is only attained

in all its plenitude and fullness of bliss beyond the

grave. Therefore, while k ftiay justly be said that

Philo “ emphasises the endowment of the soul with
eternal life, apart from the division of experience

into present and future,” it is, perhaps, going a little

too far when Prof. Kennedy elsewhere remarks that
” the remarkable stress laid ” in the Wisdom of

Solomon ” on th« hope of immortality, belongs to

a province not specially cultivated by the later

thinker ” (i.e. by Philo).^ Nevertheless, it is true

thif there is nothing in Philo which for simple

directness and beauty comes up to the wonderful

passage :
“ The souls of the righteous are in the

hand of God
;

thCir hope is full of immortality.”

With one more quotation let me close this chapter,

a quotation lyhich was, perhaps, more rhetorical foj^

Philo than it is for us, but which still indicates bow
a new conception of Judaism, and the merging of

political nationality into religious community, were

on their 'way. “ One country cannot contain all

the Jews because of their large number; for which

reason ijiey'are spread over n;gst parts of Asia and

Europe^ both on the mainland and on islands.

They regard Jerusalem, i» which lies the Holy

» Off* cit. p, 9.
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Temple of the Most High God, asHheir ihother

city; but the various countriesin which their fathers,

grandfathers, a!ild ancestors have dwelt, they regard

as their fatherlands, for in them they were born and
bred.”

Imperfect as Philo’s writings undoubtedly are,

fettered and hampered as he was, there is yet much
in his work which we can ill afford to neglect and
pass by. He gave to Judaism a certain broad ^nd
elevated humanism, a certain spiritual and mystic

touch, a certain intellectual distinction, which were
special to him and peculiar. And if we can profit

from a philosopher who wrote under such strange

limitations, what might we not gain from, a Liberal

Jewish philosopher of our own day who could be
^nshackled and free If some competent student

of Philo were fired to do for us what Philo did for

the Jews of his day (and he could do even more,
for while the need is no less great, the opportunity
is greater), the Hellenistic Jewish philosopher

would have contributed more by such instigation

even than by any of his actual words to the pro-

gress and enlargement of Liberal Judaism.



CHAPTER V ,

W<«AT LIBERAL JUDAISM HAS SOUGHT AND* I^ •

. ,
SEEKING TO ACHIEVE

•
*

Something has now been said of the contributions,

actual or possible, of the Rabbinic literature, of
Philo, and of the New Testament, to the building up
of Liberal Judaism upon the firm and broad basis of
the Hebrew Bible. But how many chapters ought to

be inserted befo»e this, the last one ! The mediaeval

philosophers, the earlier and the later mystics, the

Kabbalists, the rationalists, the Chassidim—surely

Liberal Judaism could cull flowers of truth and value

from them all. But these chapters must be left for

others, possessed of wider knowledge than I. This

little book is only intended to point the way. The
sooner it is superseded by a complete survey the

better.

Doubtless Liberal Judaism to-day is the richer for

all these various phases of the Jewish past. But it

is richer^unconsciously. It is not as rich as it should

be and could bie. It is conscious enrichment which

is re(^ired. There is inadequate knowledge, and

therefore inadequate approp^iatioa. The sort of

approprkition that is neecied must be on the same

lines as tlbe appropriation which I have suggested as

fegards. PhUo, the Rabbis, and the New Testament.

549
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The appropriators must be Liberal Jews who, in

happy and serene freedom, stai?d above the facts and
above the sources, ready to pick and choose, to accept

and reject, to adapt and adopt, to expand or modify*

to purify or universalise. On the Old Testament

basis, or rather, on the basis of the Old Testament
best. Liberal Judaism has to build up, with the aid

of all these later manifestations of the Jewish spirit,

its own fabric. It must be a fabric, like the much-
advertised bookcase, always more or less complete,

yet never finished.

What Liberal Judhium has so far done, the

phase and type of Judaism which it has constructed,

the religious ideas and doctrines whicfy it has put

forward and woven together, can be set forth in^

definite words. But what remains to be achieved

can be only very partially and inadequately indicated.

The future developments must, fisr the most part,

be hidden in darkness. Who can say what Liberal

Judaism will look like a hundred or five hundred
years hence ? We certainly would wish it to be a

richer and grander religion than it is now
;
we would

also wish that some of its present difficulties should

then be overcome, and that some of its present

problems should be solved. And yet it is also

possible that, could the future Liberal Judaism be
described to us, could we know what its actual

doctrines and embodiment would be two hundred
years from now, we should neither entirely, approve
them nor even entirely understand them. For the

revelations of God are according to the capaEity of

tho§e through whom {hey are made and of those who
receive them. Nevertheless, though, if its. content

could now be written down, that content might now
be misunderstood, this future religion will yet be
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Liberal Judaism, and even a purer and grander
Liberal Judaism th£i the Liberal Judaism we know
and teach and love to-day.

This is not the place to give the smallest or
shortest sketch of the origin, growth, and history of
Liberal Judaism. The purpose of this small book
is quite different. Yet it may be desirable to point

out that, as is so often the case, the origin of Liberal

Judaism does not reveal its nature. It began one
way; it developed in another. Outward matters

started the Liberal, or, as it was then called, the

Reform movement
;

niafters concerning order,

decency, reverence, propriety, beauty in the services

of the syrtagogue. But these things are only a very

small part of Liberal Judaism. Orthodox Judaism
can also appropriate them, and it has done so. Its

services can also be orderly, decent, reverent, and
beautiful. Whether they can answer to or satisfy

the demands of the modern, spiritual, and informed

western mind is a very different matter. I do not

think they can, for the services of Orthodox Judaism
are too dominated by the Law, and too hampered by

irremovable elements, to be satisfying either to

modern piety or to modern knowledge. But order,

decency, reverence, and even beauty they can possess.

For Liberal Judaism, however, all synagogue services,

all public worship, are merely the outward manifesta-

tion, or expression, ofspiritual truthsand affirmations.

Liber^ Judaism is not an externality. In one aspect

it is a religious system, a harmony of ideas ; in another

aspdfct it is a certain attitude or condition of mind and

soul. It is the background^^or, better, it is the key,

or best, it is the spirit, of a life. Yet here we may,

perhaps, add one qualifying observation. Beauty,

no less than truth and goodness, is an end in itself.
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and in some strange, yet real, sense God is for us

the source of beauty as well as tlfe source of goodness

and of truth. Now Liberal Judaism “ stands above
”

the rites, and if a rite seems for us to-day ugly*

and inexpressive, we claim the right to modify or

abolish it. We possess a large measure of freedom,

and this freedom is of the essence of our religion.

Later than the outward questions of order and

decency, but at that period rapidly and inevitably

mixed up with them, came the conflict with, op the.

attitude towards, the Rabbinic Code, the Hedge to

the Law. In London,* a#id in one or two early,

exceptional, and ephemeral instances in Germany,
the conflict with the Rabbinic Code assumed a
“ Karaite ” form

;
that is to say, the authority and

divinity of the Pentateuch were emphasised, the

authority and divinity of the Rabbinic Hedge were
denied. This was a very unfortunapie attitude, and
was liable to lead either to an even worse stagnancy

and fossilisation than the stagnancy and fossilisation

of existing orthodoxy, or to a hopeless identification

of Reform and Liberalism with a few useful ex-

ternalities and external changes. On the other hand,

it has to be remembered that the Talmud is less

fundamental a book in Judaism than the Hebrew
Bible, and it is much less the Pentateuchal law which
causes conflict with modern ways of living and with

practical life than the Rabbinic Hedge. Jt is, for

instance, of little social importance and of littl|; social

difficulty if a man chooses to keep the Biblical

dietary laws as laid down in Leviticus or Dehter-

onomy. The soaial t^uble only comes in if he
observes the cumbersome Rabbinic additions.

The third driving force in the evolution of

Liberal Judaism was modern Biblical criticism,



V LIBERAL JUDAISM 553

together with conmarative religion, the doctrine
of evolution, and so on ; modern knowledge, in

shorti was the third driving force. Upon this force
‘ it is unnecessary to dwell. Its gigantic effects we
know. Now, combined with all these influences

and agencies, stimulating them and increasing their

potency, came the emancipation movement. No
Zionism was then in existence, and the idea grew up
aaid became firm (please God, to remain unbreak-

able), that the Jews constituted, not a people or a

nation, but a religious community, the members of

which could rightly beocrrte the citizens on equal

terms of every nation and people among whom they

dwelt, and who, because they could, and desired to,

discharge the full duties of citizenship, claimed its

privileges and its rights.

These ideas partly grew out of religion and partly

influenced religion. In the first place, externalities

were somewhat affected. Purely national rites or

ceremonies became unimportant or disregardable,

or, perhaps, I should rather say, those rites and

ceremonies which were no longer provocative, or

expressive, of existing religious ideas or of the ideas

consonant with Liberal Judaism, and could now only

be celebrated from a narrow, particularistic, national

point ofview. Again, such religious ideas as seemed

antagonistic to, or incompatible with, the universalist

doctrine, or with the doctrine of the Jews constituting

a religjous community and not a nation, had to be

dropped or modified. They were opposed to the

spirft both of Liberal Judaism and of the emancipa-

tion. The two spirits, thq, two ‘movements,* were

wholly congruous with each other. They played

into each other’s hands. ‘Liberal Judaism desires to

make Judaism, and claims that Judaism can be, and
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essentially is, a universal religion. And to belong

to a national religion is no lon|;er possible for one
who claims citizenship in another nation. If I am
a full and true Dane, I cannot legitimately belong'

to a national religion which is not Danish. I must
belong to a religion which rises above nationhood.

There must be nothing in my religion which is an-

tagonistic to my citizenship. And as the emancipa-

tion took place in the countries of the west, Judaism
was not only universalised, or not only tended

towards fuller universalism, in doctrine and in rite,

but it also tended to occideiitalisation. The doctrines

were influenced in their development by western

knowledge and western thought, and the rites tended

to be modified in the direction of becoming rites in

which a citizen of the west could find religious

meaning, beauty, and satisfaction. In these ways
the emancipation movement aided l^ie more purely

religious development to advance more rapidly along

its own proper pathway.

The Jews and Judaism have been affected several

times by the outside world. Persian thought has

affected them and Greek thought, the latter more
than once. After the attainment of emancipation,

and when the Jews entered the full stream of

European civilisation, and took their part in the

various sides and aspects of European life, it was
inevitable that European thought would affect them
much more largely still. They were bound tc^absorb

it, and to be affected by it, in a dozen different ways,

often unconsciously, and sometimes even deifying

an iiffluence whicJh w^^ active and potent notwith-

standing. But European •thought is a combination
of Chnstian thought and Greek thought, and
Christian thought is itself a product of Greek thought
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Jewish thought. Judaism was able to receive
because it so largefy had given. There was kinship
between Judaism and Europe. There was kinship
between Judaism and Christianity. There was also

kinship between the higher thought of Greece and
the higher thought of Judaism. Even when Jews
contrasted and contrast Judaism with Christianity

(to the disadvantage of Christianity), and even when,

J:hey protest that there is nothing in modern Judaisih

which is not purely Jewish, and that in no Religious

or ethical matter have they been affected by any

non-Jewish influences, «vrfn these very Jews, in, the

height of their protest, are greatly affected by the

•very influences which they deny. And this is true

both of Orthodox Jews and of Liberal Jews. For

the doctrines of Orthodox Judaism have undoubtedly

been influenced by European thought and European
environment ;»they have been thus influenced, so far

as was consistently possible with the fundamental

teachings of orthodoxy, and sometimes even more.

An orthodox Jew of frankfurt may observe the same

rites and ceremonies as an orthodox Jew of Teheran,

but his religious ideas are by no means the same.

He may deny this, he may even say that if there be

a difference, it is only because his Persian brother

has contracted certain superstitions and anti-Jewish

ideas, from which he is free, and that his Judaism,

therefore, is not only not less purely Jewish than

that ^f the Jew of Teheran, but more. He may

argue thus, and the premiss about the superstitious

accretions of the Persian Jew may be correct, but for

all that the final deduction ^ould be false. •

Yet it is only Liberal Judaism which can use all

these new influences to» foil and conscious advan-

tage. For only Liberal Judaism possesses liberty

—
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conscious, reasoned, and deliberate. Only Liberal

Judaism has nothing to fear. OAly Liberal Judaism
can stand above the facts, and examine its own house

reverently, tenderly, lovingly, but freely. For by
the conception of progressive revelation, by the

conception of the spirit of God giving light to all

generations and to all mankind, so that no one

religion, and no one stage of that religion, are in

possession of perfect truth in all its fullness and
completion— only by these conceptions Liberal

Judaism has won its power to smooth the “ rough
edges,” to fill in the gaps,*, to strengthen the weak
points, and generally to expand and to modify, to

adapt and to adopt, to curtail or to reject. It has-

won the power and the capacity to do this in happy
freedom and in the full light of day. It is a grand
and solemn power, a power to be made use of in all

soberness and caution, in all reverenor? and care
;

it

i^ a power in the exercise of which some mistakes

are bound to be made, and some ephemeral con-

clusions to be drawn, but it is a power which, in

spite of its dangers (and what high gift of God has

not its dangers ?) must yet be used, and in the use of

which a distinctive feature, privilege, and glory of

Liberal Judaism are to be found. Liberal Judaism
need not explain away: it need not turn molehills

into mountains, or mountains into molehills. It

need not regard the exceptional as usual, or the usual

as exceptional. It need not make a single paying

mean more than it really meant, or less. In a word,

it can be honest, historic, and free. If it is to ttiake

the b^t use of its freedom, it must and dare not be
anything l>ut honest. «

These new conceptiona and this new freedom

constitute a tremendous advance. They suffice to
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make Liberal Judaism, while preserving a true
historic connection with all the phases of Jtidaism
which have preceded it, yet enormously different
from any of them. Neither Hebrew Bible nor
Rabbinic Talmud is immaculate or complete in
doctrine or institution, in morality or in religion.
We distinguish between the divine and human
elements in both these books, and we are not dis-
concerted because those very words “ divine and
human elements ” are a rough and incdequate
expression for a truth too profound and subtle for

our full and clear compiehension. They are, at any
rate, more true than false

;
they serve. We distiri-

•guish between the impermanent and the permanent;
between truths which appear to us eternal, and
the transitory and imperfect expressions of those
truths. We distinguish doctrines and institutions

which we deske to maintain for their truth and theiy

value from doctrines and institutions which we
desire to put aside or to abolish

; we distinguish

between the living and the obsolete.

Expanding what has just been said a little, we
may, perhaps, affirm that Liberal Judaism makes
use or its freedom in four or five main directions

or ways.

(i) It modifies or enlarges the doctrines of the

past—the doctrines which it inherits and finds

—

so as to make them consistent with each other and

in harmony with the highest conceptions of truth

to which it can attain. And some ancient doctrines

may have to be dropped altogether, and some

doctrines may have to be addecL, It fiirthe* seeks

to make the private *n5* public institutions of

religion, the purest psssible manifestations and

expressions of its doctrine.
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(2) Liberal Judaism deliberately aims at uni-

versalism and universalisation, tifeugh the goal may
be distailt and the pMhway long. It would not merely

desire to possess and teach only such doctrines as

may be fervently held by all races, and as are fully

consistent with the fundamental dogma of the One
God who is the impartial father of all mankind,

but it would desire tljat its religious rites and
institutions should, as far as possible, harmonise

with its universalist doctrines. It would wish .to

magnify^ and exalt the purely religious elements in

Judaism, and to depreciate ^,nd minimise the purely

national elements ;
it would wish, so far as practi-

cable, gradually to disentangle the first from the.

second, and, so far as any national rites and institu-

tions are retained, to clothe and suffuse them with

new spiritual and universalist values and meanings.

, (3) Liberal Judaism sets out to emphasise the

“prophetic” elements in Judaism, and, to mini-

mise or negate the “ priestly ” elements. Thus it

abandons priestly conceptions of clean and unclean
;

it rejects the idea of “ holiness ” as attaching to

things as well as to persons in a real, serious, and
outward sense

;
it gives up all praying for the

restoration of the Temple and of animal sacrifices.

(4) Liberal Judaism tends to exalt the “ pro-
phetic ” elements in Judaism, and to depreciate,

though not to abandon, the purely legal elements.
It sets the Prophets above the Law. It desijes to

make Judaism no longer a predominantly* legal,

religion, though it does not desire to deny or ignore
the plaee of Law and of the Law {i.e. the Pentateuch)
in the Jewish religion as* a whole.

(5) Liberal Judaism seeks to construct a Judaism
which is independent of the dates and authdrsbipS
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of the Biblical books, which is free to accept the
assured conclusions*and results of Biblical criticism,

and which does not require any belief in the
>
“ miracles ” of the Pentateuch.

It is in these ways that Liberal Judaism seeks

to deal with what I have called the rough edges
of the Old Testament. But it seeks to do all this

in reverence, and so as to preserve historic con-

tinuity' and a real connection with the past It

seej^s to get at the true genius of Judaism, and to

set it free from all obsolete dross. The conceptions

of the One God, perfect^ ^vise and perfectly good,

of the interconnection of religion and morality

jvith each other ;
of social justice, pity, and love

;

of the love of neighbour and stranger
;

of the

mission of Israel as the witness and the teacher :

it is these conceptions, and such as these, which it

seeks to maiqfain and to emphasise, and, where
necessary, to purify and to develop. The work is

long
;

the goal is far. Much has been accom-

plished. Much that we can see remains to do.

Much that we cannot see the future will disclose.

We re-echo the words of the old Rabbi :
“ Jt

is not thy duty to complete the work, but

neither art thou free to desist from it.” It is

clear that for a considerable time embodiment

must lag somewhat behind doctrine. We can set

forth a doctrine which we believe to be universalist,

prophetic, consistent, independent of dates, author-

ships, %nd miracles, though here, too, there is yet

work to be achieved
;

but to wed this doctrine to

forms and institutions which epfirely suit ii and

express it must be a Iqng^l: labour, where some

steps may be wrongly ^ken, and many tentative

efforts, inay be required. And as it is difficult to
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reintroduce what has once been abandoned, it is

well to go slowly. •

As regards the nature and character of God,
and His relation to the world, to man, and to Israel, •’

Liberal Judaism has achieved its goal in one direc-

tiotj, though not in another. Its doctrine—and
the sanae may be said of modern Orthodox Judaism
•^has been purged of every trace of particularism.

That God is the impartial father of all men is now
taught and believed on all hands. Here the rouglh

edges of Hebrew Bible and of Talmud have been

entirely removed. Th» />nly difference between

Liberals and Orthodox is that we smooth the edges

openly and avowedly, while they smooth them, if

I may say so, furtively and evasively. PFe openly

admit the particularism of Bible and Talmud, and
openly acknowledge the large difference in this

matter between our teaching and ,the more pre-

vailing teaching contained in these ancient books
;

they attempt to argue that the difference docs not

exist, or seek to ignore and wrap it up.

Apart, however, from impartiality, there is still

much to be done. We need philosophic theologians

who shall neither be afraid of Christian doctrine

on the one hand, nor be on the constant search for

contrasts upon the other. Problems connected

with transcendence and immanence, with omni-
potence and creation, with the relation of God to

suffering and evil, still need much examination ;

Jewish teaching on these subjects needs develop-

ment and expansion. So, too, as to the divine

character ; as to ivrath and love, righteousness and,

lot^e, holiness and lovV ;
.here, too, there is much

work to be done, apd much room for theologians

and philosophers', who will not wish to impoverish
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Judaism by insisting on differences ‘and contrasts,
but will rather seekto enrich it by finding out what
the great minds of other religions have thought
•and taught, and how much is consistent with Juda-
ism, and valuable and worthy of adoption and

• incorporation, and how much must be rejected
;

how much can be translated into Jewish terminology
(for, after all, what a large ajnount is a question of
tejrminology !), and how much is untranslatable,

undesirable, and untrue. We need theologians who
do not want to sit in corners and erect peculiar

systems of their own, but* who are willing to profit

and learn even from those whose traditions and
accents and terminologies are other than their own.
We have done a good deal, but much remains to do.

Besides other points we have to re-examine and
set forth afresh the doctrine of the divine unity.

It will be needful for Liberal Jewish theologians to

consider the new modern interpretations of the doc-

trine of the Trinity, and to discuss how far these

are, and,how far they are not, in accordance with

Jewish views of the unity. It might, for example,

seem as if there were little in Dean Rashdall’s inter-

pretation of the Trinity which a Jew could not

accept. But it will have to be pointed out how the

Dean appears to allow that many forms of popular

Trinitarianism at any rate have been somewhat

tainted with Tritheism, and that the new teaching

seejns to us nearer to Judaism than to many mani-

festatioifs of Christianity. What I am concerned

about? is that Jewish theologians shall make it clear

that tke Jewish doctrine o^^ the* unity does^not

tend to impoverish the dwine nature, but only to

emphasise its complete harmony and ^Inconsistency.-

God may, have as many aspects please so,
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‘

It
^

long as there is fto opposition betwew the one and
the other, 'so long as the pufe unity of the one

selffConsciOusnesS is rigidly maintained. The'same
argument woijld apply to the doctrine of the Holy*

Spirit. Here, too, there is work for Jewish theo-

logjians «to accomplish within the limits of Judaism.

hluch may be said of the operation and nature of

the divine spirit which need not in any way' conflict

with the doctrine of the unity. So, too, as. regar/ds

the relation of God to the natur^ world. It is

quite possible that that relation, which will include

references to the doctrine of the divine spirit and
of the divine ubiquity, may need restatement and
fresh development. This can well be donfe if tke

otherness of God from the world (as from man) .

be soberly maintained. His self-consciou§ reality

and distinctness, in spite of all obvious metaphysical

difficulties, must, I think, be insisted on. No less

must it be insisted on that the metaphors of Father

and King are not untrue, if they are also inadequate.

The truth includes, but reaches beyond them.

In God’s relation to man there is also achieve-

ment to be recorded and progress to be made.

The crudities of tit for tat have been overcome.

We take our stand upon the divine goodness,

which is inconsistent with the ultimate unsaveability

of any human soul. We reject the doctrine that

God arranged for any suck measure, . of human
freedom as must inevitably give to mai^ in this

briefspace of earthly life the possibility of continuous

and eternal alienation from God. We reject even

{hedefined eternal helj^of certain modern theologians,

and if we are simple ter the verge of folly in our
'..^ejection, we rejoice and* are gkd in our simplicity.

'If this new elegant hell be tenanted by, very few,
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its horror is for us none the less horrible
; its

inconsistency with ftie divine love none tHe less

inconsistent. God the Father is for us also,. <^d-
the King. We are His subjects no less than Hjs
children. We are at work upon an ever fuller'

'harmonisation of those two conceptions, which
reijhire also- the harmonisation of the principle of
autonoiny and obedience, ofreverence and love, of
liberty and law. Then, too, there is yet work to

be done as regards divine punishment and reward.

We do not reject these conceptions altogether, but

they mean to us sometMil^ different from what
they mdint to the men of the Biblical and Talmudic
age. th® rejection of tit for tat, with the

rejection of the doctrine that calamity implies sin

and prosperity righteousness, with the pressed and
conscious distinction between material and spiritual

evil, and spirft«al and material good, it becomes

necessary to overhaul the whole doctrine of God’s

dealings with mankind and man. It cannot be

said that complete consistency and harmony have

as yet been achieved. So, too, about the help

rendered by God in the conquest of sin and the

attainment of goodness. Further development is

required. Forgiveness, too, and atonement are

conceptions in which such portions of old doctrine

as are still serviceable and seem still true need to

be fitted on to new ideas, and welded with them

into a filler whole.
.

In these matters, as in certain others which arc *

alluded to in the third section of Chapter I., Liberal

Judaisin has to accomplish,»^nd, 'to some extcn"^

has already accomplished,* a double task. It has

to develop Jewish theology on subjects which are;-

not specifically connected wiA Liberalism as well
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as with those that are. It has to do the first as

well as the second, because il is so free and un-

hampered, and is therefore more qualified to do
it than orthodoxy and traditionalism. It call gd
ahead more easily, and move forward without

impediment. Thus, on such a subject as the idea*

of creation in its relation to God, involving such

questions as whether*we are still to regard God
as the creator of the world “ out of nothing,”

or as to the purpose of creation, or as ter the

divine glory, and how far, and in what sense

God acts for the advineement of His glory, and
how far we men are to make the divine glory the

motive or the purpose of our actions, and as Ho
the meaning we are to assign to such phrases.

Liberal Judaism is not more called upon to give

an opinion than is Orthodox Judaism, nor, so far as

I can see, is there anything in the Specific doctrines

of orthodoxy which would necessarily make the

answers of orthodoxy very different from those of

liberalism. Nevertheless, it is only Liberal Juda-
ism which, while using Biblical and Talmudic
material, is yet entirely free to move beyond Biblical

and Talmudic conclusions. We have, therefore,

to shoulder an extra burden because of the un-
fortunate entanglements and difficulties under which
our orthodox and traditional brethren must always

labour. So that here, too, there is work for Liberal

Jewish theologians to do. And it has to, be con-

fessed that they have not, so far, always taken full

advantage of their own freedom. They, tooj, have
not^unfrequently bq^ too inclined to apdlogetic

and “ reading in ”
;

they, too, have been too

frightened by, or too hostile and prejudiced towards,

the spiritual products of Christian' thought.



V LIBERAL JUDAISM 565

On the subjects of sin, retribution, and forgive-
ness the peculiar differences between liberalism
and orthodoxy begin to show themselves more
clearly. To begin with, sin and goodness are
conceived less legally by liberaHsm than by tradi-

• tionalism. We are perfectly able to avoid all

legalistic inadequacies. Goodness is not to us
simply definable as the execution of the definite

commands of God as written* down in a code : sin

is npt simply definable as their infraction. We
have a more inward and spiritual conception of

both. Goodness has a r|lation to deed, but a still

closer relation to character. Goodness requires the

right deed
;

it also requires the right motVe.
Liberal Jv^daism can hold the balance even between

deed and motive, between deed and character.

Above all, it holds the balance even between

autonomy and^ heteronomy in morality, holding

that the ideal is neither one nor the other, but a

fusion which is both. “ In thy semce is freedom.”

The laws of God are also the laws of man. Perfect

obedience would be perfect liberty. Deo parere

libertas est. The moral law is given by God,

and yet. discovered and built ^ by man. God is

the inspirer and the source. There is still a place

for “ don’t ” and “ do,” and there always will be

a place, but the “ don’t ” and the “ do ” are no

less within man than without him, and till they are

recognised as within, they are not fully understood

as witifout. Till the human side is appreciated,

the divine side is not fully appreciated likewise.

Liberal Judaism is the harmony, of the “ Vw ”

and the “ Gospel.” It I^noVs how to admire and

to accept both the Ten .Commandments and the

Beatitudes.
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Again, Liberal Judaism is able to develop the

doctrines and the conception* of atonement and
forgiveness. Much has been done already in this

regard, but obviously there is room for indefinite

advance. We have to use the Talmudic “ chastise-

ments of love” and expand them. The outward*

has to be, in one sense, more depreciated than it was
by the Rabbis. Its connection with the lot of the

individual has to be lloosened
;

that is, still less

stress has to be placed, in any individual case, upon
any correspondence of outward circumstance with

inward desert. We ha,v^to wage a yet fiercer war
upon tit for tat. It is neither the principle of God’s
dealing with us, nor should it be the principle ef

our dealings with our fellows. Here, too, Liberal

Judaism represents a revolt from legalism. But it

does not go so far as to condemn any and every

correspondence between virtue an^, prosperity, or

between the deed and its results. It holds a certain

balance between the prevailing view of the Old
Testament and the prevailing doctrine of Stoicism.

It does not say that it entirely suffices if a man
be “ good,” It does not say that there is, and need
be, no other happiness than the “ good will.” It

does not say that all efforts for social well-being lie

outside the sphere of religion. It does not hold

that there is not some God-approved and God-
designed correspondence between inward righteous-

ness and outward felicity. In spite of the puzzle of
the ephemeral world, which must ultimately'become
icy cold and no longer the seat of human habitation,

it still believes ii^ human progress, and regards this

“ progress ” as a religfoug conception, and to work
for it as a religious duty.* And in all human deed
and work it insists on keeping a placre both for man’s
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effort and for divine help. “ Teach me to do thy

will ’’ is a prayer which was not meaningless when
the Psalmist uttered it, and is not meaningless to-day.
“ Create in me a clean heart ” is a valid exclamation,

but so, too, is the appeal :
“ Make you a new

heart.” In ways too subtle for man to appre-

hend, but in spite of their subtlety not unreal, man
achieves by his own struggle, and also by the grace

of God*.
*

* Jn these matters there is, however, no reaso® why
Traditional Judaism should not also speak in much

the same strain as Liberal Judaism. For Orthodox

Judaism, too, seeks and contends for a harmony of

human power and resolve with divine assistance and

grace. But as regards the relation of God to Israel,

Liberal Judaism is able to speak with a much clearer

and less hampered voice. We can corne out i^to

the open, and ^y exactly what is in our minds. Ouf

universalism is naked and unashamed. Whatever

partiality and particularism can he detected in Oldj

Testament and Talmud are for us as obsolete as for

the Christian. The mission of Israel is purely re-

ligious, and if that mission were over and concluded,

the mere people of Israel would have for us—-those

few Liberal Jews who are also Jewish nationalists

excluded—no interest whatever . Israel is a religious

community, and not a nation. No nationalistic

predictions have any meaning or value for Liberal

Judaism except when transmuted and transfigured

into tirms of religion. The Jews are the gua^uns

and the inheritors of a particular type

monotheism, of a religion which, with 1% roots

stretched far and deep ipto'the past, is

and developing to-day. .
Scattered over the world

they are to^find in that very dispersion the chosen
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means for the fulfilment of their charge. As
Europeans and as Americans aae they to take their

part in the spiritual development of Europe and
of America. Not segregated in Asia, but as free

citizens of Europe and America are they to execute

their task. Such is the pure Liberal Jewish point

of view ; such is our doctrine, our conviction,

and our hope. And that is why to nationalistic

schemings in Palestine we are unalterably opposed.

How in the future “ the mission of Israel ” may
develop, what forms it may assume, we cannot tell.

We live in faith, and wosk^in faith. Liberal Juda-
ism is to act as a beacon, a leaven, and a ferment.

If people ask us, with ill-concealed disdain, “ D(^

you expect Liberal Judaism to become the world
religion ? ” we may reply, “ In one sense, yes

;
in

another sense, we cannot tell.” We do believe

that the doctrines of Liberal JucJ^ism, purified

and developed, will win their way more and
more to larger and larger acceptance. They may
do that without even assuming a Jewish name.
There are tho^ands of persons to-day who would
call themselves Christians; in one sense Christians

they are, and Christians they have every right to be
called, even as Christians they feel themselves to be.

But, in another sense, these men are nearer to

Liberal Judaism as it is, and as it will be, than they

are to that Christianity against which Judaism has

been bound to offer its protest for so many genera-

tions in the past. And their descendants will* as vae

believe, be nearer still. We do nek mind about^he
name.4f- Meanwhilg, Liberal Judaism will attg^pt

yery gradually and historically to universalise its

cfnbodiment as it has ^^ready universalised its

doctrines. It will remove obsolete obstacles in the
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way of proselytes. It will hot seek to win adherents
by unworthy meansf but it will not make the approach
difficult or ugly for those who would wish to enter

' the fold. The gates are freely open, and what is

seen and heard within shall become increasingly

intelligible and attractive. Meanwhile, Israel still

spells sorrow and trouble
;
persecution and disdain

;

contempt and prejudice. JVe accept the burden.
Israel still spells these things, but one thing it no
loAgor spells

: privilege. It spells service-; but

spelling that, it spells also all the joy and humility

and obedience and dejyotion which service- can

stimulate and arouse.

• The very fluidity of the conceptions regarding

the relations of man to God in the Old Testament
prevent much roughness of edges. Pretty well all

we need is there, unsystematised and incidental.

We have but^o take the best, and drop whatever

is inconsistent with it. We have to unite and

harmonise what is sporadic and casual. There i^,

indeed, more of harmonising to do, or of develop-

ment, than of actual dropping. I^us, while we
shall enlarge the conception of God as a father, and

use in our enlargement the contributions of the

Gospels, we shall not discard the conception of God
as the king. “ Our father and king ” we shall say

with the Rabbis, not “ our father ” only. Hence

our relation to God is one of obedience and reverence

as well as one ©f liberty and love. The laws of

righteSusness afe: both ours and His. Free obedi-

eno« to them, and to Him as their source and giver,

is our ideal. And dl this we find indicated, Hiough

not always fully developed, in the Old Testament,

What the love of Qod can reach to may be shown

more powerfully ih the martyrdom of Akiba than in.
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any Old Testament story^ but Jesus and Akiba only

develop what the Old Testameni proclaims.

So, too, mth God’s service. We still would hold

that this sendee is for God’s sake and man’s sake.

The diffusion and increase of the divine glory has a

meaning for us, though possibly not quite the same
meaning that it had for our remote Biblical ancestors.

It is possible that we
^
may add to it a touch of

mysticism which it did not have for them, buf which
it certainly already had for some of the RahMs.
For they had already framed the daring conception

of man’s assistance to XJpd in the diffusion and
increase of goodness, in the intensification of the

divine glory, in the augmentation of the amount of

divineness in the universe, in making God all the

more God. On the other hand, that man’s service

of God, or man’s obedience to God’s laws, is not for

the sake of any advantage to God,, in any lower,

ordinary sense of the word, also goes back very

plainly to the Old Testament, and is also a truth to

be maintained in all its purity.

The same happy and useful fluidity we have also

noticed in the Old Testament conceptions of sin and
of righteousness. There is no theory of sin and no
theory of body and soul. There is just a wholesome
acceptance of certain obvious facts, such as that all

men are frail and erring and sinful in different

directions and degrees, and that though neither body
nor soul is sinful by nature, or by hereditary curse

and pollution, the constitution of man, bein§ what
it is, leads inevitably to some yielding to tempta^on,
to sonfe infraction pf the moral law

j
in other vaofds,

to sin. The evil im^ulsp, the Yetzer ha-Ra, is

hardly yet marked out and defined in the Biblical

period, but the doctrine is well on the way. This
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Yetzer ha-Ra is due neither to body nor to soul
exclusively, but to^that combination of the two which
makes man lower than t^ie angel and higher than the
beast.

^

Our doctrine of sin may, doubtless, need
expansion and development, but it will, I think, still

be true to its Biblical basis
; it will still be the Old

Testament doctrine purified and enlarged. It will

still oscillate between two |ets of poles : it will still,

in Dr. Baeck’s favourite words, be constituted by a

certain paradox and tension. “ I cannot help sin-

ning
; I am frail

; I am human ”
;

all this on the

one hand
; “I can and piust help it

; I am bound‘to
help it ; it is my human glory that I can help it,”

•upon the other. Or, again, “ I am frail
;

I am
sinful

;
I fall,” upon the one hand

;
“ God assists

me ;
God gives me power

;
God enables me to'*^win

through,” upon the other. The same tensloh will

be apparent jn the theory of repentance. On the

one hand, “ I must repent, and can on the other,

a supplication to God that He may grant me both the

power to repent and the result of repentance : the

clean heart and forgiveness. For forgiveness is also

regarded as something won and something given.

It is like the new heart, the issue of endeavour and

of the grace of God. Does man start the process,

or God ? Who can tell Liberal Judaism is free

to spiritualise the conception as much as it pleases.

It can frankly st^tc that it has broken with much of

the older ideas about the subject, whether Biblical or

Talmtidic. To our Biblical or Talmudic forefathers

diwne forgiveness meant primarily to be let off a

consequence of §in, to be let off » punishmeift which

was to come. It is well to be perfectly plain and

open on this matter. God was largely looked upon

as the Judge, and as the dispenser of punishments
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and rewards, and though He was looked upon in

many other more spiritual ways,tand though these

very rewards and punishments were themselves often

spiritually interpreted, yet God as judge filled a

great part of the canvas : the judge of the nations

and the judge of Israel on the one hand, the judge
of every individual upon the other. But God as

judge has ceased to play^this predominant part. It

is not because we do not believe in retribution—^in^

the results of sin, whether in this world or in the

next. But it is because we hold that if God be

perfectly wise and good, il i| absurd to suppose that

these very results can be other than wise and good,

•for our benefit and not for our harm. Whether as<

sinners or as righteous, we surrender ourselves to

His will. Forgiveness, then, for Liberal Judaism
must mpan that reconciliation or atonement with God
which can only follow upon our own mpral regenera-

tion. “ Forgive me, O God ” can hardly mean
anything else than, “ Create in me a clean heart.”

One further point about the new heart (or the

clean heart) may also be noticed here. Liberal

Judaism will be ready to recognise the two ways in

which, as from the human end, it can be imperfectly

achieved. I add “ imperfectly ” because no man’s
heart is clean completely. The two ways are both

recognised in the Talmud, though the second way
is more associated by us with Pauline doctrine and
with the Christian doctrine of conversion than with

Judaism. The first way is by gradual advanc*!e and
retrogression, in which the advance slowly gets the

better ^ the retrogression. If you move forward

seven steps a year, and* fall, back four, you have in

thirty years moved forward rfiinety steps net. Each
year yoi^ sin, each year you repent; each year you
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conquer a little more
; each year your character grows

a little stronger ai<i fuller; each year your heart may
be truly said to become a little cleaner. . But there
is another method in which the new heart is some-
times won, a method by which the ninety steps that
the one man takes thirty years to achieve may be
achieved by the second man in a bound. A f.ew

passiqn, a sudden inrush of/aith, a sudden awakening
,of love, a fresh hope or devotion, a sudden bursting
3Way from an habitual frailty or sin, may flood a

min’s soul with new light, and give him a power for

good which was impoBsjbJe to him before. His
faith has saved him. His love has saved him. His

*sins, which were many, are forgiven him, for he has

felt the passion of love, and has loved much. His
love cleanses and purifies his heart. His love gives

him the power to go in peace, and to sin no more.

His love maikes his heart new, and the new heart

assures his “ forgiveness.” He is once mdre, and
more fully than ever before, at one with God. Such
was, T think, the teaching of Jesus. The Talmud,
I think, only knows the leap from sin to righteous-

ness as a deathbed repentance, but it is notorious

that the leap has been and can be taken in life, which

is far more important and far more interesting.

Liberal Judaism must be ready to admit, and reckon

with, and account for, and make use of, and find

place for, all the various pathways by which a man
may be led towards God, and all the various methods

by which he may overcome sin. There is no reason

wlfy Judaism should be limited to any particular

onef , ,
*

1 A friend who read my book ift manuscript observes that there is a not

infrequent third method ” which ^ems to be a combination of the hrst and

second. The “ new inrush of faith,” the ” sudden awakening of love,” the new

experience in fine, makes the man become aware for the first time^ in a sudden
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One of the dangers which Rabbinic Judaism ran

in becoming a predominantly le^l religion was in

the externalisation of righteousness and sin. I am
not thinking about the fact that so many of the laws,

the due performance of which constitutes righteous-

ness Recording to Rabbinic doctrine, are ceremonial

and non-moral, but I am thinking about something
more general and funda|nental. In the last resort

there is, and can be, no sin in an action
;
the sin is,

in. the doer, not in the deed. The very same de^
dpne by an absolute maniac is not regarded as sinful,

and the reason is that sii» i» sinfulness, and resides

in the person. As with uncleanness, no thing is

unclean in a religious sense: only persons and souls'

are unclean, so, too, a deed is really a thing
;

it is

neither masculine nor feminine, but neuter. The
doer is the seat of sin, not the deed. The sinful

heart is not only the source of sin
;

it it the sin. A
legal rdigion tends to put the essence of sin into

the ^actual deed ; the law knows and enumerates so

many hundred wicked deeds and so many hundred
good deeds. The wicked deeds are either the

actions which the laws say are not to be done, or

they are the actions which constitute a violation of

the laws which are to be done. The stress is laid

upon the outward deed, whereas virtue and vice are

states of the soul, or exercises of the will. Liberal

Judaism has to assign due value to these considera-

tions, but, on the other hand, it has also to maintain
a stress upon action. To call a deed sinful may not

flash of ilHfiiination, of the ^istence of a good, a glory, a star, whicMl. once
having seen, he must for ever seek. « fcut, thereafter, his experience is the same
as that of the first man. He, too, begins %here the first man begins. He also

does hi9 seven steps forward and his four ||;ep$ back : three only to the good at

the cost of much eflfort and some failure 1 He, too, has the same weary “ grind,”

beginning at the bottom, and he, too, only conquers very slowly.
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be entirely and strictly cofject, but it is a use of
terms which is justifiable and convenient. Right-
eousness resides in character, in the will, the mind,
the feelings

; but righteousness is only proved and
assured and developed by deed. Judaism has to
be on the watch against any antinomian heresy,

which may assume a complicated variety of forms.
“ The ^deed, the deed,” as^sings the modern poet.

P^pon the deed we still lay tremendous stress
; the

nWish and sinful deed, even though the adjectives

are* partly metaphorical, cannot be excused on thp

plea of a well-intention<vi «heart. If we are judged
by our deeds, “ if the Lord will render unto' every

«fian according to his works,” such sayings must be

interpreted to mean, not that character is less im-
portant than action, but that action, in ninety-nine

cases out of a hundred, is the index and evidence

of character. •

We saw that whereas to Paul the Law was the

strength of sin, to the Rabbis it was the sovereign

medicine for sin. To the one the Law was a task-

master which said continually: “Do; refrain,” and

it was the strength of sin, because, while it terrified

by its threats of punishment, it increased the desire

to act in the precisely opposite direction. To every

“ do ” there was opposed the desire to refrain from

the doing, or to act just otherwise ;
to every “ don’t

”

there was opposed the desire to do. To the Rabbis

the Law was the strength of righteousness. It was

this because, instead of being merely feared, it was

passionately loved, because while the human frailty

and temptation were the same for the Rabbit as for

Paul, there existed, in ihe*case of the Rabbis, a

special longing and desire to fulfil the “ do’s ” and

the “ don’t’s ” as well as, doubtless, the temptation,
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in some cases, to violate them. The forces which pull

a man to violate the Law were^ doubtless, existent

both in the Rabbis and in Paul, though it has to

be remembered that the famous seventh chapter

of the Romans must probably not be regarded as a

faithful transcript of Paul’s own experience before

his conversion. Both Rabbis and Paul were human
beings ; both frail. the forces which drove the

Rabbis to execute and fulfil the Law were absent

from Paul
;
they were peculiar to the Rabbis (affld

to all Jews who felt towards the Law as they felt).

The love of the Law, the delight in the fulfilment of

it, a delight both anticipated and experienced, over-

came the desire to violate. Though the Law wa*
the source of sin (because if there were no injunctions

not to eat rabbit, there would not only be no sin in

eating it, but, in some cases, not even a desire to

eat it), the Law was also the meai*^ whereby to

overcome sin. It supplied to the Rabbis the motive

force, the passion, the love, which the death of

Christ and the risen Christ supplied to Paul. The
great question for Liberal Judaism is ; Can God
supply the place both of Christ and of the Law ?

What the Law was and achieved for the Rabbis,

that it cannot be and achieve for us
;
that which

Christ was and achieved for Paul, iie cannot be and
achieve for us. For us God must be all in all.

Let us hope that the love of Him may suffice for

us. But it must needs be a difficult task. The
Law for the Rabbis and Chlisi for Paul : thes'e were
great forces, though what so potent to the.isne

was, tif the other, foolishness. Can we db without

the “ Third Party ” ? ‘It will need all our strength,

our prayer, our love. •

J will not dwell here upon the content ofrighteous-
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ness, except, perhaps, to say again that Liberal
Judaism is free to (bke what seems good and new,
whether from the Gospels or the Talmud. It can find
•place for both. And it can develop isolated teach-
ings of the Bible, such as that of Isaiah liii., with
perfect freedom. The doctrine of self-sacrifice, and
of vicarious suffering and atonement, so far as these
doctrines are true, can be -incorporated into the
ethical ’teaching of Liberal Judaism. That the
suffering of one person is sometimes the result and
the cure of the sin of another, is a truth which we
can teach as well as oth«rs» It is a human truth,

which any religion can appropriate. Where Liberal

Judaism will hold the balance even is in its appraisal

of the outward and the material, in its recognition

of the fact that man is a combination of body and
soul, and in its belief that body as well aS Soul,

outward world as well as spiritual values, are the gift,

or even the creation, of God. The sanctification of

the outward, the sanctification of the bodily instincts

—this remains a characteristic and fundamental

Jewish conception. It is this which remains over

from the stress laid by the Old Testament upon
earthly life and earthly prosperity. A life beyond

the grave has been taught by Judaism for two

thousand years, but it has never ceased to interest

itself in this life as well. It has never ceased to

teach that this life, too, must be brought within the

jurisdiction of religion, that this life, too, may be,

and ou^t to be, the scene for the revelation of God’s

glorjn the theatre of His^ kingdom. Hence its

stress Apon social righteousne^ and the abolition of

social wrongs. Hence its.belfef that neither in this

life nor in the next should there be an eternal

and necessary connection between goodness an4
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infelicity. For Judaism as for Aristotle, the ideal is

happiness; for Judaism as for®Aristotle, complete

happiness for earth, \yhile nine parts out of ten

spiritual, is one part material. And because it is

one part material, tlie necessity arises for the sanc-

tification of the material. Eating and drinking
;

the satisfaction of the sexual passion; all to the

glory of God. Not tl^ cutting out of the instinct,

but its transfiguration. Not virginity, but mothqr-

hood is the greater and holier state
;
not monWsh

abstention, but sanctified use, is the ideal. By such

doctrine we still keep ®u» historic connection with

the past. Nor can such teaching be turned against

us as if it proved that our insistence that holiness

was of persons, not of things, was hereby abandoned.

That is not so. “ The sanctification ofthe material
”

is, I admit, a metaphor. It is a shorthand expression

for the theory that man is sanctified by the use which
he makes of the material, by the use which he makes
of his body and its instincts. It is not bringing in

priestly conceptions by a side Wind. The dietary

law of Liberal Judaism is, not to abstain from rabbit

and lobster because these foods are in themselves

unclean, but it is to eat and drink in moderation and
for the attainment of health, to avoid luxury and
gluttony, to offer thanks to God- the’ giver. Or,

again, to follow the injunctions of the wisest dietetics

of your own age and country is the dietary law of

Liberal Judaism, not the priestly taboos, even though
they may have had some sanitary basis or inf&tration,

of two thousand five hundred years ago.

I^is not woaderfyl if Liberal Jiidaism,^ while

seeking to smooth the rough edges of Biblical and
Talmpdic Judaism, should yet reveal several of its

own. ' For it is still so young. It lain the making;
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And it is so free. It has escaped from the bondage
of the Law, and it^has not had to fall, and has not
fallen, into the worse bondkge of creeds. It re-
joices in a divine freedom, but it has also to suffer
from the dangers of freedom. And yet these very
dangers are also privileges. Our fluidity, conscious
and prized, may prevent a roynded harmony, the

harmony of a written systyn, but it gives uv the

l\appy inconsistency of life. It gives us the possi-

bflky of growth, of movement, of sensitivf^ adapt-

ability. It is doubtless true that the Judaism of the
Rabbis was different from the Judaism of Nehemiah,
and the Judaism of Akiba different from the Judaism
0f Maimonides, and that of Maimonides from the

Judaism of any representative and leading Rabbis

of the generation immediately preceding Mendels-
sohn. But I am inclined to think that the difference

between the Judaism of a.d. i 50, or even the Judaism
of 40Q B.C., and the Judaism of a.d. 1750 was

much less than the difference becween the Judaism

of A.D. 1750 and the Liberal Judaism of 1923.

We press, and justly press, the point that our re-

ligion is Judaism, and we claim, and justly claim,

that it is a legitimate development of the Judaism

of our forefathers. We maintain with pride and

care ohr historic connections, in faith and ceremonial,

with the past. But it would be idle to deny the

greatness of th6, difference. And the difference lies

in our freedom and in our changed relation to the

^OphAs and the Law. In a sense it would be

true*to say that we take up the thread of th^story

at th<fpoint where Jeremiah Jaid i# down. It is not

possible here to indicate the actual teachings of

Liberal Judaism in regard*to all the various religious

and ethical topics and subjects which have been
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touched upon in previous chapters. In an earlier

work, now. out of print, but a nSw edition of which

will, I hope, soon appear, I have ventured, in rough

and inadequate outline, to sketch out the elements

of Liberal Jewish doctrine. It is undesirable to make
this book trench unduly upon the province of the

other. But the meanings and implications of our

freedom have, even yet, perhaps, not quite suf^ciently

been made clear. ,

; .Great stress is often laid by Jewish apologifts

upon the progressiveness of the Rabbinic legislation

and point of view. Tht mobility of the Rabbis is

contrasted with the sterility and the stagnation of

the Karaites. The very doctrine of an inspired

Oral Law is often spoken of as a principle of pro-

gress. It is alleged that the Rabbis often altered

the Pentateuchal Code to suit the changed circum-

stances of their own age. And it is«suggested that

the Oral Law meant that the Rabbis accepted the

principle of continuous, if not of progressive, revela-

tion. God spoke through them no less, than He
spoke through Moses. And sometimes Liberal

teachers, who try to glorify the past, and to assimilate

themselves to it as much as they can, go so far as

to say that the trouble was that this principle of

continuous revelation, which the Rabbis held, and
of which they drew the practical consequences in

their own legislation, was not maintained, but that

at the close of the Talmudic period the era of

codification set in, bringing along with it sterilisatidn

and s^nification, stagnation and immobility. »No
longer was the §pirij*of God supposed to^iove
Jewish teachers. The chain of tradition was broken.

Sheer obedience to written codes
;
mere reflection

and commentary upon past efforts, were all that was
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henceforward to be allowed. According to this way
of looking at things the Reform teachers took up
the interrupted task of the Pharisees and the Rabbis 1

There is a grain of truth in this theory, but not
so very much more. The attitude of the Rabbis
towards the Pentateuch and the Old Testament was
very different from the attitude of Liberal Judaism.
To them the Pentateuch was sheer perfection from
beginning to end. It was Mosaic, homogeneous,
ciWne. The developments in the Pentateuchal Law,
which they introduced, the changes and the modifica-

tions, were sometimes go* doubt courageous, even

though they had to be justified by perverse and
«asuistic methods of exegesis and interpretation.

Most frequently they were developments in the

direction of drawing out what was unclear or implied,

or, again, in the direction of adding endless details

to a simple jjjle, or of piling restriction upon re-

striction, of prohibition upon prohibition. Though
there may have been some rather dim idea of con-

tinuous revelation, there was no idea whatever of

progressive revelation. Of our modern Liberal atti-

tude of freely criticising the injunctions and teach-

ings of the Law, and of appraising them as “ good,

better, and best,” or as good and not good, or as tem-

porary and obsolete, or as “ human ” and “ divine,”

there is obviously not a trace. It is unjust to regard ^

Liberal Judaism as Rabbinic Judaism in a slightly

modernised form. We, too, continue tradition, but

with viry different weapons and from a very different

poist of view. Immense is the gulf between us,

even<though immense, too, is oui;debt. FrMy do

we gather from the Rabbis all that seems to us true

and' precious in their teaching, but no less freely do

we differ from them, and freely do we reject much
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which they held dear, much which they passionately

believed, much which theyjoyously practised. Much
do we add which to them was unknown, or which,

if they had been told of it, they would ha:ve rejected.

The doctrine of revelation is a very different thing

for us from what it was for them. It is, perhaps, a

f

irofounder and more definitely inexplicable prob-

em to us than to them* but be that so or not, the

difference is enormous. For to us the limits of revela-

tion are far wider, and far less rigidly marked
visible, than to them. On the other hand, the

content of revelation is «faf less pure and perfect.

Truth and falsehood
;
permanent and temporary; ore

and dross, are for us strangely mixed up together^

When to this difference in theory we add the

enormous differences brought about by historical

criticism and comparative religion, the greatness

of the gulf which severs us from fchem becomes
still more clearly apparent, “ stand above the

facts ”
;

/Aejy did not,.and could not.

Nor was there any real deep change between a.d.

700 and A.D. 1 700. It is true that a certain stonifica-

tion did begin and increase in these thousand years.

It is true that in the Rabbinic period there w*as a

certain movement and adaptiveness, ohe might even
say with justice, a certain developjnent and advance.

But the fundamental attitude tabards Pentateuch
and Bible was the same in I’yoo as in 700,. and in

700 as in 1700. The conception of progressive

revelation was unborn ; the results of criticism

and history, and comparative research were still to

come. ^
^

%

But it is not only* thft doctrine of progressive

revelation which causes <he newness of Liberal

Judaism, and marks and makes the measure of its
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difference from all the Judaisms which have preceded
it : there is yet mere. Much as we reverence the
Law, we reverence the prophets more ; much as

’ we recognise that the soul of religion needs a form
or an embodiment, and that doctrine requires a
“ cult,” we yet look upon the “ ceremonial law

”

with other eyes than those of all our forefathers

from A.D. 100 till our own jiay. We have, in fact,

—if tfie words could be permitted,—largely de-
l^alised and largely deceremonialised it. To our
forefathers Amos, Hosea, and Isaiah were all later

than the Law in time, inferior to the Law in

greatness and authority. To us they are all earlier

in time, and superior in greatness and authority.

The difference is far-reaching and profound. Then
as to ceremonial. We know more accurately the

nature of the old conception upon which so many
of the cerem<)nial laws rested : the priestly doc-

trine of clean and unclean attaching to things and

bodies. This doctrine, with the Prophets, with

Jesus, and with Theano, we reject. Secondly, we
take the prophetic doctrine of the secondary value

of outward rites and ceremonies very seriously.

Thus, we use towards them canons of criticisih

and tests, which have never been used towards

them in Judaism before. Over and above our

general . freedom^ we apply these specific tests,

and while insisting on the necessity of rites and

institutions, we hold it our right and duty to change,

drop, 'modify, and add, as circumstances and the

“ canon;; ” may suggest and demand. So here,

too, dfc differ of necessity vc^ widely from 111 who

came before us. •

If we now look back *0 the five main directions

in which Liberal Judaism has made use of its
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freedom, and view them in relation to the Old
Testament, we shall perceive fcow many are the

changes and developments which have been effected.

Under the first direction or way would fall the

various Old Testament doctrines which have been

dropped altogether. Such would be (i) many con-

ceptions concerning God’s wrath or His destructive

or retributive violence, ^hich conflict with His unity
• and His Righteousness, or (2) doctrines which, put-
ting Israel and the Israelites in a position of vantage

and superiority towards God, whether in the past,

the present, or the futuie,, conflict with the divine

impartiality, or (3) teachings which rest on taboos,

or on priestly ideas concerning religious cleannes#

and uncleanness as attaching to bodies and things.

Much more, though not wholly dropped, is modified.

Thus, the doctrine of rewards and punishments,

so characteristic of the Old Testamwit, has been,

as we have seen, largely modified and spiritualised.

The same may be said about outward prosperity

and calamity, about physical and moral evil, and
to a less degree about righteousness and sin. Otir

“theodicy,”—our attitude towards the problem of

evil—^is very different from that of almost all the Old
Testament teachers. It is profoun4er and purer,

as after so many centuries it ought to bei But, per-

haps, it also more vividly rccogni^ the insolubility

of the problem. In some respects the problem is

far worse for us than for our Biblical ancestors,

for wfe are aware of, and are passionately con?:erned

about, forms and phases of evil which had ipot

appeai€d to, or ware no^t recognised by, them.* In

some ways it is more iJearable for us than for them,
because the lack of correspondence between goodness
and earthly prosperity, or between wickedness and
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earthly infelicity, is less a worry and an anguish to
us than it was to th*m. Another large modification
is our conception of the future and of the Messianic
age. We retain and cherish, we enlarge and
purify, the religious visions and aspirations of the
Prophets. But wc entirely separate these visions
and aspirations from the national form in which
they are expressed, and ^hich, we freely admit,
^med to the Prophets an essential feature of them.
W« cleanse them from particularism and naiional-

ism. Zion and Jerusalem are for us terms of purely

spiritual significance. Whether Jews, as a body of
settlers, prosper and multiply in Palestine or not,

their future, for the great majority of Liberal

Jews, is wholly distinct from the future of Judaism.

The Jews are for us a religious community
;

not

less, but not more. Judaism is a religion, and

Liberal Judaism looks to a future in which Judaism
will become yet more purely a religion, and a

universal religion, than it is now. How great the

change is from the prevailing attitude of the Old
Testament teachers and seers needs no showing.

Should we call the hope of immortality an expan-

sion or an addition ? If the former, what is just

intimated in two or three very late and exceptional

passages has now become central and spiritualised.

So one might continue. Treasures and truths

which occur sporadically and occasionally in the

Old Testament—periphery gems—^have become the

“ captSin jewels in the carcanet.” They have been

expanded and centralised. Prominent, for ejample,

amoif^ such truths and treasures is the dbetrine

of the Servant, the light *0 the nations, who suffers

for the healing and enlightenment of others, whose

“ call ” is for service and: not for privilege. And
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yet here, too, even in Isaiah liii., even in the very

noblest of the Servant Songs, 'e have to modify
and to spiritualise. Nbt for us, except in a modi-

fied and spiritual sense, is the prediction :
“ I will

divide him a portion with the great, and he shall

divide the spoil with the strong.” “ With his

stripes we are healed,” yes ; a truth for the in-

dividual, for society, an^ for the world, a tn^th for

the Israelite and for Israel, a truth a^ou/ Israel an(J

'about the world. But “ spoil and portion,” 4iS.

We have got beyond this national outlook and these

materialistic compensations#

And if great are the changes which Liberal

Judaism has effected in the teachings of the 01(?

Testament as a whole, no less great and far-reaching

are the changes which, as we have seen, it has

effected as regards the separate portions of the Old
Testament in their relations to one•another, and
to all the phases of Judaism which lie between
the Old Testament and ourselves. For Liberal

Judaism, as we have already heard, has made the

Law secondary and the Prophets primary ; it has

put ritual into its proper place
;

it has rejected

priestly, primordial conceptions ofclean and unclean

;

and while it has distinguished and disentangled the

conception of Law from the actual Pentateuchal

Code, it has sought to givte to Law its right place

in religion and in Judaism.
Corresponding to these inin^ense changes in

doctrine are the changes in form. We have main-
tained j^e festivals, but how different is our way of

celebrating them, and hpw different are the concep-
tions which we put into them 1 Even the Sabbath is

not quite the same for us Ss it was for the authors

of the Pentateuchal codes. Greater still is thfc change
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as regards Passover and Pentecost^ and greatest and
most remarkable of«all is the change in the greatest

of all the festivals, the Day of Atonement. I have

so often laid stress upon the gulf which separates

the priestly ceremonies described in Le'Nnticus xvi.

from the prophetic and spiritual Day of Atonement
of our Liberal Judaism to-day that I need not

dwell upon the matter furtjier in this book. But

what is* no less to be emphasised is that the second

isS:Ue lineal descendant of the first. The historic

connection is unbroken.

This historic conneclioB reminds us that, how-

ever great and significant the changes in Liberal

^daism from many of the doctrines, or even from

the prevailing doctrines, of the Old Testament may

be, still more remarkable, perhaps, is the fact that

Liberal Judaism still finds in the Old Testament

both its spiritual ancestry and its nourishment. It

may be that, as 1 have shown, we have made the

secondary primary, and the primary secondary,

that we have put what was occasional and sporadic

into the forefront and into the centre. It may be

that we have expanded and curtailed, modified and

spiritualised. But our very inspiration to do all this

has been, in some measure, the Old Testament itself.

We have had Amos and Isaiah for our teachers ;

they have pointed out to us the way. There is

hardly a conception or a doctrine of ours which

does not go back, even if only in germ, to the

Hebrew Bible. It is true that we have to abandon

certain prevailing doctrines, but we dp

we ority expand and deepen, strengthen and confirm,

the most fundamental ^oefnnes of all. Gods

unity and righteousness, the inseparable union

of religion and morality, the election of Israel for a
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religious mission and service, the joy of communion
with God—^these doctrines, tl|e essence of our

Judaism to-day, are aH found in the pages of the

Hebrew Bible. The supreme revelations of the

Hebrew Bible constitute the core- of our Judaism,
the core of our own religion, the core, as we believe,

of the future religion of all mankind. We, too, can

say of this book, as t^e gentile proselytes are to

say of Zibn, “ All my fountains are in thee.”*

I.arge and important is the work which Lib^i^l

Judaism has accomplished. If we recognise that

its own edges are still ifofgh, though less rough
than the edges of the Old Testament, we yet believe

that it is capable of smoothing them. Much W8
can see which remains to be done ; much doubtless

will be done which we cannot see. That which re-

mains and which we can see is mainly to complete

what has already been achieved, and tt* do so on the

same lines. We have gradually to let our ideas

shine forth more perfectly from our institutions,

to let our forms reflect our doctrines more .com-

pletely. That must be a long and difficult task,

in which it is better, to go too slow than too fast.

It is not easy, though sometimes the attempt may
have to be made, to retrace a false, or even an in-

expedient, step. We may, however, be fairly

satisfied with the work, all imperfect though it be,

which has already been achieved. Liberal Judaism
has ^mken up again, on distinctively Jewish lines,

the teaeWngs of the Prophets. It has, wfc may
truly put Prophets and Law in a new position

and raation to each ^other. It has rehgibusly

emancipated women, ‘and in this respect, as in

some other tespects, it has»become a religion suited

to, and fitted for, the.' westerji world. It has
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attempted to denationalise Judaism and to uni-
verSalise it. It ha^ fashioned or adopted new ideas
of much moment and significance concerning
revelation and inspiration, as well as new ideas
concerning authority and freedom. It has boldly
and openly faced the new conclusions of history
and criticism, and sought to find new adjustments
to them. It has attempted to fashion a Judaism
^ich can look Science in tife face without flinching,

l^ich is independent of the dates and authoiships

of the Biblical books and of the miracles recorded

in them. It has sought* to free Judaism from
obsolete priestly conceptions. It has abandoned
fhe Talmudic theory of the ukas as applied to the

ceremonial enactments of the Pentateuchal Code,

a theory which, while, as must gladly be admitted,

it largely got rid of superstition, yet rested upon
the hypothesis that, for various good reasons, the

perfectly wise and perfectly good God had directly

ordained and commanded all these enactments,

whether one could find parallels for them in many
other races in certain stages of civilisation or not.

Liberal Judaism has deliberately restricted the idea

of religious purity and impurity to states of the soul,

in other words, to virtue and to sin. Physical

ailments and bodily conditions are, religiously,

neither ppre nor impure, and the physically clean

is to be distingpiished from the religiously clean :

in other words, ritual cleanness or uncleanness is

abolished. Yet Liberal Judaism no less than

Tmditional Judaism, and with greater success and

effiesfty for the modern world, se^s to make religion

coterminous with life. •It gives to cleanliness

even physical cleanliness—a religious value, but

a value very different from the priestly ideas of
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cleanliness which have hitherto prevailed. Liberal

Judaism seeks to fashion a Jud^sm which shall be

broad enough and humble enough to believe that

its own truths, its own treasures, can be enriched

and added to from the truths and treasures which
may have been vouchsafed to other than Jewish
teachers. It does not attempt to fashion a Judaism
which shall be a mere medley of pretty notions

gathered from every sl)xu-ce. But it attempts to

make its own doctrines still richer and fuller, Atfd

no less harmonious and consistent, by selected

garnerings from without, c- One set of garnerings,

however, can hardly be rightly held to come
from without. So far as we can learn from JesuS

and even from Paul, we learn from Jews, and not

from aliens. While Liberal Judaism must not

hesitate to differ from these illustrious men, it

need not hesitate also to learn from*them. From
their teaching, too, it may adopt and adapt what
suits it, and what appears to it to be true. Free in

respect of the Old Testament, it may claim a
similar freedom as regards the New. Fearless it

is and unperplexed “ what weapons to select, what
armour to indue.” So does it go forth into the
battle of life, in hope and joy, trustir^ to truth

and to God.
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parallels to, in teaching of the

Rabbis, 230-1, 450-2 5
repent-

ance and forgiveness, 227-8, 252-

255 5
reward and punishment,

215-7, 247, 287-8 j the Sabbath,

231 5
service of God, 254-95

spirit and enthusiasm of, 239-45 5

wealth, 245-6
God of, identical with God of the

J9JV8, 201-2 5
inconsistencies of,

231-2, 247 5
interpretation of the

commalidments, 184
Parables ; the Good Samaritan,

2x4^5 labourers in the vineyard,

219 5
the pearl, 242 5

Pharisee

^and taA collector, 218 5
prodigal

254-5 5
rich man and

iJJarus, 257 5
servants and their

supper, 218 5
treasure hidden in*

, a field, 242 . •

as Prophet, 229-35 5
relations with

God, 284 5
Sermon on the

Jesus (contd.)

Mount, 194* 214^5,
249, 250, 256* and suffering,

226-7 » univetsaiism of, not al
• solutely complete, 2 1 3*^5, 288

Jews, Philo’s attitude* 538, 547*8 5

as religious community* not a nation
j,

S53 » Sh,
Job, Rabbinic discussions as. to motive

of his sei vinp God, 443
fochanan, R., story 413-4
Jochanan b. Zakkai, R., Ucath-bed,

• 408-9, +13
John’b Gospel and epistles, 226, 250,

490, 545 5 attitude towards cafthly

life, 271-25 attitude to^^ards

sinners, 318, 410-1 5 doctrine of
love, 44, 45, 208-10, 236-8 5 mys-

s ticism of, 2S0-1* 281, 283-45
spiritual nature of God in. 19, 25,
206-7

Joshua, R., death-bed, 413
Joy, injunctions in Rabbinic literature,

376-7
Judaism, universalisation and occi-

dentalisation of, 553-4
Judgement Day, Rabbinic conceptions,

410
Justice, attribute of, and comparison

with >ove, 42-3 5 of God, see under

God, nature of
5 injunctions in the

Law, 143, 188-9, of the Rabbis,

433 I retributive, of God, 59-60,

66-9, 79, 1 61, 177-8, alteration of

conception in New Testament, 218-

2205 social, as feature of Judaism, 66

Kennedy, Professor, 545, 546, 547
Kohler, Dr., 19-20, 41, 42, 119, 381

Labour, Rabbinic praise of, 440, 447*
448, 440

Lake, Professor, 201, 202, 204-5
the Law, association of r^igion and

morality with, 184, 185-6
Attitude towards ; of Aristeas, 472 5

of Jesus, 230-4
5
^of Lil^al

Judaism, 558, 584; 586 5
of

^ ^ Pafl and the Rabbis, comparison*

232-.1U 275-6, 575-65 ©f Philo

and the Rabbis, comparison, 497-
408, 499-500* S 3 ^t-5» 54»-»l
of the Psalms, 174-5

2Q2
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Comparison of, with ideals of Jesus,

258^ { compulsory obedience to.

Rabbinic doctrine, 367-70, 385 j

danglers of legalism, 178-9, 22304,

289, 382, 574, and reasons for

extent of avoidance, 137-42, 180 ;

effect on doctrine of salvation by
works, 178-9 ; ethical ideals of,

193-5 } fulfilment of, in joy, in

love, and for its own sake. Rabbinic

injunctions, 197, 377-9 5 Rabbinic

conception of, and attitude toward^
* 75» 365-79* 384-5 » Rabbinic

stud^ of, 371-9, 462-3 j
and the

Spirit, teaching of Jesus, 276, of

Paul, 275
Legalism, of the Rabbis, 382-4
Liberal Judaism, attitude towards Old

,

Testament, 587 ;
attitude towards

Old and New Testaments as com-
pared with that of Christianity, 3-

II 5 devclo|»mcnt of, 552-4; free-

^

domof,6-7, 183, 217, 292, 299,552,
555-6, 580, 583 ; future of, 550-1 ;

lines on which further development

needed, 560-7 }
mission of, 568-9 5

nature of, 551-2 ; objects and work
557-60, 590 ; as offspring of

Rabbinic Judaism, 5-6 ; origin,

551
Loans, Rabbinic doctrines, 427-8
Love, attributes of, and comparison
^ with righteousness as the highest

principle in nature, 42-5, 2O9-10 ;

doctrine of, distinction between Old
and New Testaments, 2io-i

;
doc-

trine in the New Testament, 208-

210, 236-9 ; of enemies, see under

Enemies 3 of God, see under God ;

injunctions in the Law, 143, 193-5,
in Proverbs, 199, of the Rabbis,

442-4 ; of man by man, as ethical

demand and ideal, rare occurrence

of, in Old Testament and . Synoptic

Gospels, 236-7

. iMlaccabees, l^ourrii Book of, 471, 473-

+74
.

Man, Philo’s doctrine of divine cle-

n^elit in, 511 -
3 ) nature of. Old

Testament conception of body and

soul, 1 16-7

Manaseeh, Rabbinic story of, 330-1
Martyrdom, readiness for, in RabSinic

reUgim, 363-4, 379
Material things, false temperance

according to Philo, 520
Midrash, 377, 427, 450, 453, 456 ;

charge against Moses of lack of

faith, 38,6 ;
on Ecclesiastes, 304 ;

on Jacob’s vision of the ladder, 386 ;

on Lamentations, 334 ;
on peace,

445 ;
on Psalm xxxi. 23, 386

;

on peculiar position of Israel, 361 ;

on proselytes, 455
Mishnah, 319, 345 *< 396, 4^9, 43 ^^*

443 5 on prayer, 350 ; on rcpeni;-

^ce, 331, 332; on value di the

individual soul, 357-8 ; on virtues,

+*7
.

jj^^onotheism, effect on relation of

God to Israel, 75, 77 ; ethical, of

Judaism, 567, of the Prophets, 39
34 ; movement in the Old Testa-

ment, 14-5, 33-4, 82, 31 1-3

Moore, G. F., 203-4, 382 footnote

Morality, autonomy of, Rabbinic re-

ferences to, 461 $ double standard

of, in teaching of Jesus, 241, 360-5,
unknown in Old Testament and to

Rabbis, 261 5^ easygoing, of the

Rabbis, reply to criticism, 468
Moses, charges against, in the Mid-

rash, of lack of faith, 386-7 ; divine

.revelation to, on Mount Sinai, 18,

31-3, 34, comments on, in the

Mechilta, 319-20 ;
prayers of, 353 ;

Rabbinic explanation of his desire

to enter Palestine, 328 ; visions of
Akiba, story in the Talmud, 410-
412

Mysticism, in John’s gospel and
firaj epistle, 280-1, 281, 283-4;
national, rather than individud in

Old Testament, 282-3 > of^ew
Testament, comparison with that

of Old and advance in, 280-4 $ of
the Psalms, 102, 162, 2C1, 282 ;

of Phiio, 517-8, 529-30; of the
Rabbis, 283

%
JMational responsibility for national

sin, 61-2, 134-S, 147, IS 3
iSTon-resistance, teaching of Jeaus, 246,

250-2
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id age, reverence for, injunctiona in
the Law, 1 89

Palestine as national homefer Jews,
attitude of Liberal Judaism, 569

Parents, reverence for, injunctions in
the Law, 189, of the Rabbis,

440 ,
Passover, attitude of Liberal Judaism,

587
Paul, 208, 250, 25$, 287, 339, 367,

• 384^ 385* ^00 , 406, 509, 441, 545,
590 5 ^

attitude towards animals,

192 5 attitui^e towards the Law
^ and comparison with that of the

Rlbbis, 157, 220, 275-6, 575-65
attitude towards nis own sufferings,

279 80
Doctrines and ethical reaching

272-9 ; circumcision, 233 ; cl5n
and unclean, 2^2-3, 277-8 ;

dietary and ritual laws, 276-8 ;

divine immanence, 207-8 }
faith,

1 7 r , 2 89 j
faith and works,, 220- 1

;

future life, 268-70 5
idealism of,

290-15 joyfulness of, 270- 1 5 love,

238-239 5
opposition of flesh and

spirit in, 273-5, ^7^ >
overcom-

ing of evil, 24^ 5 personality and
character, 221-4; retributive

justice of God, 177 ;
reward

and punishment, 215-7 ;
spirit of

God, 208, 275-6; stirring nature

of, 273-5 ;
summaries, 278-9

Faith of, 176 ;
and problem of sin,

12 1 ;
theory of sin, 132-3 ; uni-

vcrsalism of, and adaptation to

Judaism, 21 1-3, 2r4
Peace, Rabbinic praises of, 444-5
Pentateuch, Philo’s attitude towards,

470, 480-2, 492, 540-1 ^
Pentecost, attitude of Liberal Judaism,

^7
.

Perjury', Rabbime injunctions against,

437
Pcrsianl^thought, effect on Judaism,

554»SS 5
^ ^

Peisonalit] and character, dcvclop-

of doctrine by Paul, 221-4 >

quate conception of, in Old

Testament, 221-2 ^
Philo, 298, 388, 470, 473; attitu^

as regards the Jews, 53 ^ » attitude

towards the Law c4>mpared with

I

that of tile Rabbia» 497-8, 532-5,
541-2 ; attitude towards the Penta-
teuch, 480-2, 492, 540-1 ; com-

^parison with the Psalmists, 485-6 ;

conservatism of, 535 5
conviction

of goodness of God, 490-2
Doctrines and ethical teaching of

;

angels, 495-6 ; anthropomorph-
isms, 481-2, 502-3 ; body and
material things, 520 ; ceremony
and sacrifices, 530t2 ; conceit,

522-6 ;
creation, 495-6 ; divine

• element in man, 511-3 ; faith

in God, 527-8 ; God, 484-514 ;

God as ruler and giver of punish^
ments, 493-6 ; immortality of
the soul, 543-7 ; proselytes, 538-
540 ; relation of God to man
and of man to God and compari-
son v/ith the Rabbis, 49 j-7, 500-

503; reputation, 535-7; ritual,

530 ;
service ofGod, 5 2 5-6; social

life and solitude, 520-2 ; suffer-

ing, 542-3 ; ubiquitous and re-

demptive powers of God, 507-

509
Effect on, of his belief in God, 526 ;

individualism of, 530 ;
mysticism

of, 517-8, 529-30 ; nearness of, to

God, 486-8 ; as philosopher, 482-

483 ; universalisra of, 4517 ; value

of Contribution to Judaism, 477-80,

548
Pinchas b. Yair, R., honesty (rf, 434
Pleasure, Rabbinic attitude, 397
Poverty and wealth, Rabbinic attitude,

396, 423
Prayer, in Old Testament, 99, 106 ;

Ribbinic conceptions of, 349-56^
36^1. 3*3

,

Pride, Rabbinic injunctioipis against,

439
Prophets, attitude of Liberal Judaism,

583, 586 ; conception of character

of God, 1 3 ;
ethical monotheism

of, 33-4; ethical work of, ^855
Philo’s attitude towards, 470

Proselytes, attillide of,P9bbis towardi,

362-f, 452-61 ; baptism and cir-

•fcumcision, 4615 Philo's injunc-

tion#, 538-40
Prosperity, as reward of righteoutness,

dangers of doctrine, 66-9
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Proverbs, 67, 174, 175, 190, 204, 434,

515 $ attitude towards, and con-

ception of, folly and wisdom, 27,

136, 474*5 ; ethical ideals of, 196-

200 ; forgiveness maxims,

199 ; love in, 236 ; on nature of

goodness, 142, 144 $ on suffering

as discipline, 157 i on universal

sinfulness, 118
Psalms, 15 th, Akiba on, 414 ;

5i8t,

107, 125, 127, 129, 132; 139th,

515 ; acknowledgement and praise

of God in, 82, 103 j
communal and

national spirit of, rather than in^^

dividual, 282-3 j
comparison of

Psalmists with Philo, 485-6 ; con-

ceptions of God in, 21-2, 22, 25,

2^6, 36, 37, 39, 52, 58, 204, 206,

287, 314; on earthly life, 267,

271 ;
ethical ideals of, 195-6

;

expression of men’s feelings towards

G^, 92-5 j
faith and trust in

God in, 172, 225 j
fear and rever-

ence of God in, 97-85 hatred of

God’s enemies, 194} “I” con-

troversy, 282 j on love of God and
Hip law, 101-2, 103 5 mysticism
of, 102, 162, 281, 282 5 opposition

between law and goodness absent

from, 174-5 5
prayer in, 99, 107,

128 5
protests against sufferings of

the righteous and prosperity of the

wicked, 159 j
relation of God and

man in, 56, 67, 72, 73, 101-4,

107, 129,' 155, 235, 341, 373-4;
self-righteousness in, 67, 144 foot-

note ; on service of God, 373-4,

377 ;
universalism of, 90 ; on vicar^

ions suffering, 156

Rabbinic literature, general nature of,

462 ; unity of, extent, 293-7

;

value of, to-day, 8, 9, 461-6
Rabbinic religion, aspects of, criticism

of conclusions drawn by T. R.

Glover, 466-8 ; characteristics of,

461-6
Rabbis, burc£i of the Book on, ad-

vance checked by, 299-300^ char-

acteristics of, 297-9 ;
conceptions^

of God, 300-20, 467 $ conceptions of

;

creation, 54-5, J
ip, 3 3 8-9 ; concep-

tions of the umverse, 337-8 j
con-

Rabbis

ncction of morality with reli^on

by, 445-6 ;
discussions of, compared

with t^ose of schoolmen, 298-9
Doctrines and ethical teaching of

:

abstinence or asceticism, 396-

400 ;
charity, 420-8 ;

considera-

tion for others, 431-2; deceit-

fulness and untruth, 437-8 ;
deli-

cacy in words, 432-3 ; earthly

life, 389-90, 392-3, 394-400;
fatherhood of God, 104, 106,

203-4, 205, 31 1 ;
forgiveness,

129, 227, 325-:^ 3 ^9
-
3+i 349 »

415, 428-31, 573 ; fulfilmenJ:

of the Law, 197, 367-70, 3^7-9,

385 ;
future life, 417-20 ;

jus-

tice, 433 ; love and loving deeds,

^ 428, 442-4 ;
parallels to teaching

of the Gospels, 230-1, 450-2 ;

peace, 444-5 ;
perjury an^,

slander, 437-8 ;
punishment,

216 ;
relations of God with man,

321- 35, 500 - 3 ; repentance,

227 ;
rewards and punishment,

407, 409 ;
suffering as discipline,

157
Inconsistencies of, 324 ; interpre-

tation of the Cc^Ttimandments, 1 84 ;

inwardness of, 124-5, 342"3». 3^3‘4»

436-7, 449-50 ;
and the Law,

attitude towards, and conception

of, 175, 275-6, 365-79, 384-5,497-

498, 541-2, 575-6, 6tudy of, 371-9,
462-3 ;

legalism of, 382-3 ; mys-
ticism of, 283 ; particularism of

God according to, 300, 301, 303,

304, 467 ;
and the Pentateuch and

Old Testament, comparison of atti-

tude with that of Liberal Judaism,

580; and proselytes, 362-3, 452-
46f

; theories of sin, 133, 339-47 ;

unity of the human race accorSting

to, 336-7 ;
universalism of, 454

RashdaU, Dean, 561
Religion, coincidence of, witl^life, as

consequence of legalism, 18 1 ;

connection of, with goodness, by
Rabbis, 445-6 ; difference m^m
theology, 13-14; definitftn in

Epistle of James, 279
Repentance, sea wider Sin.

Reputation, Philo on importance of,

535-7
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Resident aliens, Old Testament in-

junctions as to treatment of, 14.3,

*93» 19S 5 treatment of, among
Israel, 82-3 #

Resurrection, Rabbinic conception,

34 i» 418
Rewards and Punishments, attitude

of, and work to be doijjc by, Liberal

Judaism as regards, 562-3, 566,

584 }
bird*8 nest story, 417 ;

comparison of Old and New Testa-
ment doctrines, 216-7, 287-9;
dangers of doctrine, 189 ; earthly

rewaref, Ral^inic doctrine, 417 j

effect of belief in future life on
doctrine of, 215, 393 ; eternal

punishment, doctrine of, 216-7,
New Testament doctrin^:, 250,
Rabbinic doctrines, 410-T, 4^^;
ethical injustice of New Testament
and Rabbinic doctrine<t, 216 ; Jesus’

doctrine, 247 j Jewish criticism of

Christianity and Christian .,ritici8m

of Judaism as regards, 179-80

;

New Testament doctrine of, 215-
220} non-application of doctrine, Old
Testament protests, 158-60; Old
Testament doctrine, 58-72, 151-

163 ;
Philo’s (Ufctrinc, 493-6 ; ui

Proverbs, 197 ;
purgatorial pun-

ishment, Rabbinic doctrine, 407,

409 ;
Rabbinic desire for reward,

328-9 ;
Rabbinic teaching and large

element of principle of measure for

measure in, 322-9 ;
recognition of

rewards by Rabbis as act of grace,

348-9 }
retribution doctrine, see

Justice, retributive.

Righteousness or goodness, attributes

of, and comparison with love as tlie

highest principle in nature, 42-5,

209-10 ;
conceptions of, lii the

(5ld Testament, 137, 142-5, 186-

188 ;
connection of, with re-

ligion by the Rabbis, 445-6 ;
iden-

ttfica|ion withWisdom and religion

in Proverbs and elsewhere, 140,

142, 196-7 ;
connection of pros-

^erito with, according to the Old

TesT&mcnt, 149 ;
externalising of,

tendency of domination of the Law^

Righteousness and happiness, ideal of

ultimate agreement between, 65-6

Ritual, warnings by Philo, 530
Ritual laws, Paul’s teachiing, 277 j

Rabbinic attitude, 370**2

l^bbath law and observance, attitude

of Jesus, 231 ;
Philo on, 536-7 }

Rabbis on, 451
Sacrifice, see under Worship.
Salvation, Old Testament conception

of, 176-7; by works, doctrine of,

177-9
Servant, prophecies of, in Deutero-

Isaiah, 61, 88-9, 390, 585-6
Shcol, Old Testament conceptions of,

3 8«“9
Simeon b. Jochai, R., death-bed, 413
Simeon ben Shetach, R., story of

restoration of jewel to the Arabs,

380-1
Sin, atonement, death as, Rabbinic

doctrine, 324-5, 415-6, by suffering,

Rabbinic conception, 403-4 ;
atone-

ment and forgiveness, conceptions

and doctrines of, work to be done
by Liberal Judaism, 566-7 ; change
of heart, possibility of, iJo-2 ;

combination of outward suffering

with inward sin, doctrine, 146, r6x
,

connection with belief in God, 123-

124 ;
conquerable and reducible,

accortling to the Old Testament,

125-6 j
conquest of, Rabbinic

methods, 343-6 ;
difference be-

tween doctrines of Liberal and

Orthodox Judaism, 565 ;
doctrine

of Judaism, 122 ;
doctrine of

Liberal Judaism, 57 j, 584 ;
as due

to combination of body and soul,

Rabbinic conception, 340-1 ; cx-

temalisation of, by legalism, 574 ;

inevitability of, 122-3 ;
inwardness

of, 574, realisation in the Old

Testament and by the Rabbis, 119,

124-5, 342-3, 383-4, 436 ;
man’s

natural hatred of, and potential

power to become good, Philo’s

doctrine, 506-7 j
not obligatory and

help obtainable from ^od to avoid,

175-6 ;
Old Testaiffljut attitude

and jonceptions of, 113-23, 124,,

1:32, 136-7, 187, 570-1 }
origin

of, 118-9 ;
physical nature of man

not the cause, 118; problem 0!,^

122, absenpe of, from Rabbinic
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literature, 339*40, 346 ;
as punish*

ment, 127 $ Rabbinic theories, 339*

347 ; redemptive powers of God,
Philo’s doctrine, 508-9 ; redemi^-

tive power of love, 228
Repentance and forgiveness ; atti-

< tude of Liberal Judaism, 572-3 j

conception of Old Testament and

Talmud, 571-2, 573 5 doctrines

of grace, 126-36, 325-7 j
accord-

ing to the Old and New Testa-

ment, 69-72, 129-36, 252-5;
according to the New Testament,

227-8, 573; in Proverbs, 199;
in the Psalms, 107 ; Rabbinic

doctrine of, 129, 227, 325-327,

329-3+, 34g-9,+i5
Responsibility for, problem of, 120-

121 j
secret. Rabbinic injunctions

against, 450 ;
simplicity of Old

Testament ideas, 113-4, 122;
universal sinfulness, 118, 120, 198 ;

the Yetzer, Rabbinic doctrine, 341-

346
Sinai, Mount, divine revelation to

Moses on, 18, 31-3, 34, comments
on, in the Mechilta, 319-20

Sinners, future fate of, in fourth book
of Ezra, 41 1-2

God’s attitude towards : New
Testament teaching, 227 ; in Old
Testament, 36, 38 ;

pity, 318-

319
Jesus* attitude towards, 252-5, 410-

41 1 J unrepentant. Rabbinic atti-

tude, 41

1

Slander, Rabbinic injunctions against,

4.37-8
Social life and solitude, Philo’s teach-

ingy 520-2
Sorley, W. R,, 30-1, 44, 44-5, 65
Soul, immortality, see Future life

;

pureness of, according to the Rabbis,

340
Spirit, of God, see God, nature

off of man, 120; opposition of

flesh and,Raul’s teaching, 273-5,
276

•

Stoics, 149, 150, 151, 473, 4^3, 4^0,^
505* 5191 5241 5 ? 3 » 540

Suffering and evil, bodily. Rabbinic

accentuation of, 402, Rabbinic dis-

like of, 396 ; as discipline, Old

Suffering and evil (contd,)

Testament conceptions, 157, 389-

390 ; as discipline or chastisement

of lovdP Rabbinic conception, 401,

402-3 ;
joy in, Rabbinic injunc-

tions, 404 ; as means to forgiveness,

Rabbinic conception, 403 ;
old con-

ceptions of, 146-7 ;
in the Old

Testament, 146-54 ; origin of,

absence of inquiry into problem in

Old Testament, 160-1 ; Philo’s

attitude, 490-2, 496, 542-3
Problem of : 65, 66, 1^2, 148

;

effect of doctrin# of future life

on, 150-5, 162-3, 288-9 ;
gravity

of, not appreciated by Ffiilo,

542 ;
in Rabbinic literature, 400-

406

1^8 punishment, 58 ;
Rabbinic atti-

tude, 401-5 ; as sign of sin, con-

demnation of doctrine by Jesus^j

226-7, story of man blind from his

birth, 226-7 >

development of conception in the

Old Testament, 160 ;
vicarious,

168-9, 577 >
voluntary, for a cause,

Old Testament conceptions, 155-

Synoptic Go8pel8,®^God of, identical

with God of the Old Testament,

201-2 ; doctrine of intimacy with
God, 284

Toy, Prof., 125, 133, 134
Trinity, doctrine of, infraction of

the divine unity not necessarily in-

volved in, 28 ;
new teaching about,

561
Truth, injunctions in the Law, 189 ;

of the Rabbis, 437
#

Universalism, of Jesus, not wEolly

complete, 213-5 ;
Paul, 21 1-3,

2x4 ; of Philo, 497 ; of the Psalms,

90 $ of the Rabbis, 454 #

lYisdom, conci^ption of, in WisJfem

of Solomon, Greek influence, 52-

• 53> 4t4*^ l'
tendency to confound,

with ri^teousness, 140, 142, 196-7

wisdom of Solomon, 52-3, 473, 474-

477’ 478. 515- 547
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W^rda, delicacy in, Rabbinic injunc-

tions, f3Z-3
Worship :

Ceremonial and sacrificed attitude

of Jesus, 230, of the prophets,

107-8, 169 ;
condemnation in

New Testament and identity

of spirit with prophetic writ-

ings, 206-7, ^34 5

530-2

Worship (contd,)

Old Testament conceptions of, 107-

Z09, III ;
Philo’s teaching, 531

Vahweh, substitution 01 word Adona*

for, 14-5

Yctcer ha-ra,Rabbinic doctrine of,341-6
I

Zechuth, or merit, Rabbinic doctrine

of, 3H

THE END
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JEWISH CHRONICLE,^** The scholarship, the spiritual insight, the

attractive style which distinguished the first part of Mr. Montefiore’s BiHe
for Home Reading are displayed in their fullest development in the second

part, now happily published. But, good as the older book was, the new is

even better. Mr. Montefiore nad indeed a great responsibility. How
wonderfully he has risen to the occasion, how splendid a use he has made of

the opportunity, we shall en(!lavour to show. But we cannot refrain from

saflhg that this book is the despair of a reviewer. One cannot hope to do

justice to such a work when its 800 pages are full to overflowing of learning

simply utilised, of moral truths reverently enunciated, of spiritual possibilities

forcible realised, while over all there hovers a charm indefinable, yet easily

and iiSvitably felt by any reader of the book. We will, however, try to

indicate xome of the excellences of Mr. Montefiore's book, th^uolication of

^c^is the most important literary event of recent years, fajr as the

Engllft-speaking Jews are concerned, masterly as it is spiritual, as

scholarly as it is attractive.”

LONDON : MACMILLAN AND CO., Ltd.

1



BY SAME AiltHCm

SOME ELEMENTS OF THE REilGIpUS
TEACHING OF JESUS ACCORDING TO
THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS. Crown 8!vo.

2s. 6d. net

GUARDIAN,
—“The work enables Christians to do more

justice to Judaism, and perhaps to see some excellences in

Christ’s teaching which they h^ not realised before. . . . It is

instructive throughout.”

INQUIRER,
—“No treatise known to the present reviewer

combines with such sanity and ^flarship an interpretation of

Jesus that is at once so critically independent and warmly

sympathetic.”

TRUTH IN RELIGION AND OTHER
SERMONS. Crown 8vo. 3s. 6d. net

C'

JEWISH WORLD,
—“ A notable addition to our all too

scanty Anglo-Jewish pulpit literature. ... A bot|k which touches

on questions of the highest impdt to ns as men and as Jews. . . .

A book, in fine, which will prove helpful and uplifting, and wWch

no Jew and Jewess with a heart and a mind should leave unread.”

THE BOOK OF PSALMS. Edited for>e

use of Jewish Parents and Children. Grown 8vo.

IS. net

JEWISH CHRONICLE,
—“No more acceptable tre^tm64t

of the Psalter has ever bien penned by a Jew.”

LONDON : MACMILLAN AND CO,
2








